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acquire enouzh spectrum to f i t  their intended service areas,”2 and permit new entrants to acquire 
\pcctrum. 
\cr\icc to rural areas by national carriers,”‘ and that large geographic areas favor large companies.”’ 

Many comnienters generall) support licensing by larger geographic service areas, ;.e., 
c:\ct- KIJAGI. 4G Coalition. which supports licensing a larger block in the Upper 700 MHz Band over 
KEAGs. states that i t  is expensive and d icult to cobblr together smaller license areas and that auction 
exposure risks are prewnt with smaller 
il larger block i n  the bpper  700 M H L  Rand, asserts that large service areas assist in providing access for 
1 1 ~  eiitraiits.’” PISC ( a  coalitiun 0 1  public interest and consumer groups) contends that the number of 
KEAGs should he maximized.l2* I n  particular, PISC opposes the adoption of further small geographic 
area l i cenw in thc Upper 700 MHz Band, arguing that the Commission has already determined to 
prolidc m e r  800 iidditional liceiises over CMAs and EAs i n  the Lower 700 MHz Band. PISC also 
suggests that some larger carriers that habe expressed support for smaller licenses may not be seeking to 
pro\ idr relief to ncml areas. hut instead, are attempting to use the regulatory process to block competitors 
1irorn developing a national market.’”’ Verizon Wireless comments that the entire Upper 700 MHz Band 
\hould he licensed o x r  REAGs, and that KEAGs art‘ necessary to achieve the goals of providing a m i x  of 
licenses and ensuring that advanced services will be deployed on a timely basis.”’ AT&T’s proposed 
hand plan contains REAGs and an EA in the Upper 700 MHz Band.’?’ 

Some of the  commenters on the appropriate mix of geographic area license sizes also 
specify which license sizes should be adopted for particular blocks. Many commenters express support 
for the Commission’s proposal relating to the Lower 700 MHz Band tu license the A, B, and E Blocks 
over EAs, CMAs, and REAGs. respectively.’” For example, among the commenters supporting EAs in 

‘ I 3  Some coniiiienter\ argue that mialler geographic areas are required because there is a lack of 

57 .  

Google. which also supports REAG-based licenses over 

58 .  

S w  Cellular South 700 MH: Fiirtlier Nofire Comments at 8 ,  I O  (increasing likelihood of  acquiring licenses for 
arcah thcy intend tu serve); Frontier 70U MHz F ! id ie r  Notice Comments at 4 (cnabling acquisition of licenses for 
rural areas alone); RTG 700 MHz Fiirfher Norice Comments ai 5 (commenting that large companies can acquire 
qiectrum lnr nceded urban areas without acquiring Ypectrum for rural areas). 

I? ‘  See Alltel 700 MH; Funher Notice Comments at 3 ;  Cellular South 700 MHz Furrher Norice Comments at 8-9, 
I O ;  Embarq 700 MHz Furrher N ~ t i c e  Comments a1 6. 

’ ”  See Cellular South 700 MH: Furrher Norice Comments at 9 ;  Centennial 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 
6-7. 

I ”  Ser Centennial 700 MH: Furflier Notice Comments at 6. 

”“ 4G Coalition 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 8-9. 

’ -  Sw Googlc 700hlH: Furrhrr Nhice Comnicnts at 2. 7. The 4G Coalition and Google support licensing Proposal 
.3’s snialler IO-megahcrtz block (comprised nf paircd 5-megahertz blocks) over MEAs. See 4G Coalition 700 MHz 
Ffirrliet~ A’otice Comincnts at 8-Y:  Googlc 700 MHz Fiirrher Notice Comments at 7. 

! ”  See PISC 700 BIH:. F! i r rhrrhi ,~t i re Coinmenis ai 15-36. 

,. 

I:,, 
Id .  at 36. 

SYP Verizon Wirelebr 700 MHz Furflier Norice Comments ar 10.1 I ,  12-14, Verizon Wireless also conirnents that /I, 

these REAGs should he paired, and notes thal h e  rule which the Commission has stated REAGs have in promoting 
advanced services. Id. at 12. 

See AT&T 700 MH: Fiirrher ,Norice Comments at 4-7. ,,; 

I ”  See. e.8.. AT&T 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 3-4; Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice Comments 
at Y- I I ;  Leap 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 1; MetroPCS 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 13; RCA 
700 MH: Further Nnrice Comments at ; 1-12; Linion 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 1-5; see also U.S. 
icontinued.. ..‘I 
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the Lo\\er 700 MH7 Band's A Hloch is RCA, which states that licensing that block aver EAs will allow 
c;irricr\ 01 \aiioos size5 an opportunity to paiticipatc in the auction.'" Several comnienters specify 
\upport for licensing the Lower 700 M H r  Band's B Block over CMAS."' Commenters noted the 
potential for aggregation opportunities by having a CMA license located adjacent to thc C Block 
\pectruni which already has heen licensed m e r  CMAs,"' with the 700 MHz Independents and KTG 
ciimmenting that thc aggregation potential with these ad,jacent CMA spectrum blocks is important 
bccausr of certain technical issues arifing with respect to operations in C Block.'36 As for the Lower 700 
MHr  Band E Block. Cellulai- South and RCA agree with our proposal to license the block over REAGs."' 
On the other hand, Aloha requests that this E Block he licensed over EAs, claiming that the proposed 
scographic service area is too large 2nd too expensive for its projected limited 
wggests that, if Frontline's proposal is adopted for the Upper 700 MHz Band, two spectrum blocks in the 
Lpper 700 MHz Hand should be licensed over CMAs and EAs. '~ '  

111 response to our inquiry in the 700MHz Fur ther  Noricr whether to maintain a larger 
spectrum block i n  the 700 MHz Band, the record reflects disparate views. Several commenters support 
the adoption of a larger spectrum block and argue against greater use of smaller spectrum blocks. For 
example, PlSC states that "the push by SpectrumCo and large wireless carriers for smaller licenses 
appcars designed to holster their ability to block potential competitors from developing powerful national 
networks that would challenge their existing broadband and wireless offerings."lW 4G Coalition asserts 
that the Commission is already providing smaller blocks in  the overall band plan for the Lower and Upper 
700 MHr Bands, and recommends inclusion of at least one large block in the Upper 700 MHz Band, 
which it  claims would offer benefits for advanced broadband service.14' Google comments that a large 
spectrum block mould provide greater flexibility to technologies with adjustable signal bands, such as 

Cyren Call 

59. 

(Continued from previous page) 
Ccllular 700 MU: Furfher- Notice Reply Comments at 5 (supporting lower hand proposal based on the proposal's 
widespread support). 
1.2: RCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 12: see also Cellular South 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 
I ( I .  

SP(, 7(Kl MHz lndepcndents 700 MH: Furrher Notice Comments at 3-4; Aloha 700 MHz Further Norice 
Comments at 2-3; Blooston 700 MH: Furrher Notice Comments at 3 ;  Cellular South 700 MHz Further Norice 
Cirmments at IO ;  Drihson 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 3 ;  NTCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3- 
4: RTG 700 Mt!: Further Notice Comments at 3: RCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at I I -  12; WISPA 700 
.lltl: Further Notice Comments at 4-5. 

, i d  

I < %  Srr 700 M H L  Independents 700 MHr: Further Notice Comments at 4-5; Aloha 700 MHz Furrher Norice 
Cimimenls at 2-3: Cellular South 700 MH: Fur-rher Notice Comments at IO; Union Telephone 700 MHz Furrher 
MJticr Comments ai 4 

S P P  700 MHr lndependents 700 MH: Ftrrrher Norice Comments at 5 :  RTG 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments 

Ser  Cellular South 700 MH: f.'iirrtwr A'orice Comments at 10-1 I: RCA 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 

I i f .  

at 1-5. 
, i -  

11-I? 
! 'i 

Ser. Aloha 700 ,MH; Fiirlher~ Notice Comments at 3:  Aloha 700 MH: Furrher Notice Reply Comments at 2 ,  

SP? Cyren Call 706 MHz b-ur-fher Notice Comments at 19. I ", 

"'"See PISC 700 MH: Furrher Norice Comments at  36; see also "Ex Parte Reply Comments of the Ad Hoc Public 
Interest Spectrum Coalition." Wl  Docket No. 06- 150 (filed July 6. 2007)(arguing that increasing the number of 
liccnscs increases the ahility of  incumhents tv block ncw entrants). 

See 4G Coalition 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 2-4, 6 (urging the adoption of a 22-megahertz block); / I ,  

CCIA 700 MHr Further Noricr Comments at 3. 

28 



Federal Communications Commission F C C  07-132 

LVihlax. and additional capacity for technologies with fixed waveforms, like EvDO."'? Verizon Wireless 
mntcnds that wirelem broadband deployment and emerging 4G technologies require a large spectrum 
hloch tu achieve the fa\test data rates."' Ericsson proposes that the Commission maintain a 20- 
inegahcrtz bluck."' 

60. Othcr coniiiienters. howevci-, supp~irt a band plan that would eliminate the large spectrum 
hloch froni the existing band plan arid prmide for two smaller spectrum blocks.'" For example, Cellular 
South clainlr that snialler blocks will eiiable new entrants to obtain license5 and that a single large block 
rcstricts coinpetition for the spectrum."" KCA comments that while large entities may have an interest in 
;I larger hlock. offering i! on such a h s i s  \vould be "conspicuously unfair"'" and MetroPCS claims that a 
22-megahertz K tAG block ~ o u l d  be a "set-aside for larger auction participants.""" SpectrumCo claims 
that dividing a larger block \vould niaximize flexibility and "would provide bidders with opportunities to 
ctistoinix their service areas, expand into new markets, and/or strategically supplement spectrum 
holdin,zs i n  existing ~eographic  areas,""" 

61. Google recommends that the Commission designate the 6-megahertz unpaired spectrum 
hloch in the Louer  700 MHr Band E Block as suitable, primarily or exclusively for the deployment of 
broadband cominunications platlorins. Specifically, Google recommends that this block should be 
utilized for interactive, two-way broadband services, connected to the public internet, and used to support 
innovati\e software-based applications, services, and devices. Google contends that adopting such a 
service rcquirement will help maximize the commercial utility of this spectrum band. In particular, 
Google alleges that the unpaired E Block in the Lower 700 MHz Band "appears to lack any significant 
iiiirnediate comniercial YaIue:, due to the relatively limited bandwidth available and its unpaired nature."'s" 
Google comments that the Commission has supported ubiquitous broadband deployment as one of the 
iiation's top priorities."' On the other hand. a number of commenters opposed Google's proposal 

See Googlc 700 MHz Further Nofice Comments at 7 (discussing 22-megahcrtz hlock). 

See Verizon Wirclecs 700 MH: Furfhpr- Nofire Comments at I I (commenting on the need for at least a 20- 

, 1: 
I > :  

niepdhcrlz block tn meet such data rales), 16 (commenting that 22-megahertz of paired spectrum supports broadhand 
dcplo) nient). 

See Ericsaon 700 MH: Furflier Nofice Comments at 24. Ericsson also comments that a 22-megahertz hlock is 
unnecessarily large. Id. at 2. 

'"See 700 MHz Independents 700 MHz Further Nofice Comments at 6-7; Aloha 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at 3 ;  Blooston 700 MH: Furfhej- Notice Comments at 4; Cellular South 700 M H z  Further Notice 
Comments at I I - 19: Centennial 700 MHz Furflier Nofice Comments at 3; Leap 700 MHz Further Notice Comments 
31 3-4; Leap 700 Mtk Further Nofice Reply Cimnients at 2-3; MetroPCS 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 
24-26; MctroPCS 700 MW: Fiirfher Nofiw Reply Comments at 4-9; SpectrumCo 700 MHz Further Norice 
Comnienls at 9- IO: Sprint Nextel 700 MH; Further Notice Comments at 2-5; T-Mobile 700 MHz Furrher Notice 
Reply Comments at 10-1 I ;  Union 700 MHz FurfherNiifice Comments at 5 ;  U.S. Cellular 700 MHz FuflherNotice 
Cii~i~mcnrs at X ;  AT&T 700 MH: Frirfher- Notice Comments at 4-5. 

I d 4  

See Cellular South 700 MH; Fui?/irr Nofiw Comments at 11-12. 

Srr KCA 700 MH; Fiirtlier Norice Comments at 13. 

S C P  MelriiPCS 700 MH: Furflier ,Vofice Comnicnta at 25-26. 

See SpeclrumCo 700 MHz Furrlrer Norice Comments ill 2. 15. 

Gooxle Ex Parre Letrer at 4-5. WTB sought comment on Google's proposal in its ex parte letter, including its 
position regarding the E Bloch of !he Lower 700 MHz Band. See Google 700 MHz Service Rules PN at 2.  Elements 
~~ICoog le 's  proposal, other than those reearding its proposal relating to E Block ofthe Lower 700 MHz Band, are 
addrcsscd elsewhere. 

' "  See Google GooX/e EA Purte ~ e p ~ y  Comments at 7-9. 

, 111 

1 3 '  

i l b  

:4,> 

/ 5 l l  
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i-cgirding E Hlock in the Lower 700 MIHr Hand. For example: AT&T alleges that Google's proposal is 
counter to the principle3 of technical atid senice neutrality and licensee flexibility; CTlA claims that 
Google's proposal would adwrsel) allzct competition in mobile services generally; Qualconim 
cimiiiients that Google'\ proposed standard is too vague, is contrary to the tlexihle allocation adopted for 
the Lower 700 M H r  Band, and that there is comniercial value for this spectrum; RTG opposes limiting 
the use of an? spzctrum to the services proposed by Google: and Verizon Wireless comments that the 
p r o p o d  should he rejected in light 0 1  the Commission's longstanding policy for maximum licensee 
flexihilit) . I "  

( i i )  Discussion 

62.  In  the 700 MH: Repor-f arid Order, we determined that a balanced mix of geographic 
\ en  ice area licenses - CMAs. EAs, and REAGs - would be appropriate for the commercial 700 MHz 
Band licenses that will be auctioned."? We reaffirm that determination for all of this commercial 
h j ic i t ru i l i  exicpi i'ut ilint asxjciated wi i l i  the IO-nregnlret-tz conimetcial license (compt-ised of pait-ed S- 
niegahertr blocks). which will be auctioned on a nationwide h i s  for use as part of the 700 MHz 
PuhliclPriwr Pannersbip with the Public Safety Broadband Licensee. We further determine that a mix 
o r  \pectnim block sizes, including one large 22-megahertz block (comprised of paired 1 I-megahertz 
blocks). is appropriate for the 700 MHz Band licenses that remain to he auctioned. 

In evaluating the appropriate balance of license areas and block sizes in this revised band 
plan. we consider the 700 MHz Band as a whole, including both the commercial spectrum that has not yet 
heen auctioned and the previously auctioned spectrum. Recent statutory and regulatory changes have 
w v e d  to harmonize these spectrum hands and warrant our consideration of the 700 MHz Band spectrum 
as a whole. The DTV Act provides a uniform transition date for the entire spectrum in both the Lower 
and Upper 700 MHz Bands, which will make all of the spectrum nationwide available simultaneously. In 
addition, in the 700 M H z  Report urd Order, we revised the power limit requirements for the spectrum in 
the Lower 700 MHz Band that has not yet been auctioned to make them substantially similar to those 
applicable to the Upper 700 MHz Band. Finally, the Commission's secondary markets rules will allow 
auction winners to aggregate previously auctioned spectrum with spectrum they win in the upcoming 
auction. 

In determining the specific mix of geographic licensing areas and block sizes for the 

63. 

64. 
spectrum to be auctioned, we seek to achieve the kind of reasonable balance that we achieved when 
adopting a mix of licenses and block sizes in  the band plan for the AWS-I spectrum. The 700 MHz Band 
spectrum, like the AWS- I spectrum, is particularly well-suited for wireless broadband services. Given 
that these bands are likely to be used for similar services, our goals here are similar to those for the AWS- 
I Band. In particular, our goals for the 700 MHz Band are to promote dissemination of licenses among a 
\bide variety of applicants, accommodate the competing need for both large and small licensing areas, 
meet the various needs expressed by potential entrants seeking access to spectrum and incumbents 
sreking additional spectrum. and provide for large spectrum blocks that can facilitate broadhand 
deployment i n  the hand. 

12-niegahert~ block (comprised of pdired 6-megahertz blocks) licensed on a CMA basis, one 12- 
65. To achieve these goals, we will license three commercial blocks of paired spectrum - one 

i i l  Sur AT&?' Google E~r  Parte Comments at Y - I O :  CTIA Google EL Purte Comments at 3; Qualcomm Google Ex 
Pu-fr Comments at i i i ,  2-6: RTG Cmglr  Ex Purir Comments at 3; Veriron Wireless Google Ex Purle Comments at 
2 .  7; \ee also MetroPCS Google E; Purre Comments at 3-4 & n.9 (commenting on inconsistencies in Google's 
position); Qualconim Cooglc Ex Porte Reply Coinmenis at 2-4 (arguing that there is no legitimate reason to prohibit 
ccrlain use\ (11 the E Bluck and allow onl) othcr particular uses). 

See 700 M H z  Rrport wid Order. 22 E'CC Rcd at 8082-86 1% 42-45, , 5 :  
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mepherlz  b l < d  (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) on an EA basis, and one 22-megahertz block 
iconipriscd of paired I I-megahertz blocks) on ai REAG basis - as well as one 6-megahertz block of 
unpaired spectrum on an EA hasis. The following figure \hiws this new hand plan: 

FIGURE 8: REVISED 700 MHZ BAND PLAN FOR COMMERCIAL SERVICES 
757 763 775 787 793 805 

CH Cll. CH CH. CH CH 
6(1 h i  h? h i  64 65 66 

752 758 764 5 0  716 182 

3 

'i 
LOWER 700 MHr BAND UPPER 700 MHz BAND 

(CHANNELS 52-59) (CHANNELS 60-69) 

Frequencie Bandwidth Pllirino Area Type Licenses 
A 69X-704.728-734 12 MHz 2 x h M H z  EA I76 
B 7047 IO. 733-7411 I 2  MHz 2 x 6 M H z  CMA 134 
C 710-716, 740-746 12 MHz 2 x h M H z  CMA 734* 
D 716-722 6 MH7 unpaired EAG h* 
I< 722-728 6 MHL unpaired EA I76 
c 746-757. 776-787 22 MH7 2 x  I1 MHz REAG 12 
D 758-761,788-793 I O M H z  2 x 5 MH7. Nationwide , * a :  

A 757-758.787.788 2 MHz. 2 x l M H z  MEA 52'** 
B 775-776, 805-806 2 MH7. 2 x l M H z  MEA 52*** 

*Blocks have been auctioned. 
*"Block is associated with the 700 MHz PubliclPrivate Partnership. 
***Guard Bands blocks have been auctioned, hut are being relocated. 

66. With respect to the mix of geographic service area licenses under our revised band plan 
for the 70 megahertz of commercial spectrum in the 700 MHz Band that is neither Guard Band spectrum 
nor spectrum designated for the Public/Private Partnership, a total of 24 megahertz will be provided on a 
CMA basis (including 12 megahertz already auctioned), 18 megahertz on an EA basis, and 28 megahertz 
on an REAGlEAG basis (including 6 megahertz already auctioned on an EAG basis, which are large 
licenses similar t o  REAGs). 

This mix achiever a balance among different geographic area sizes that is similar to that 
provided in the AWS-I band plan. The following figure compares the amount of spectrum for CMAs, 
EAs, and EAGslREAGs in  the AWS-I Band to that for the revised 700 MHz Band, excluding the Guard 
Band spectrum and the spectrum designated for use as part of the 700 MHz F'ubliclPrivate Partnership. 

67. 
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FIGURE 9: COMPARISON OF AWS AND 700 MHZ SPECTRUM 

Iinauctioned and 
Auctioned 700 MHz 

Band 

Unauctinned 700 MHz 
Band ~ AWS 

Aliaivsis diicc iiul include IO mcgahcnz for the lipper 700 MHz, D Block License and 4 mcgahcnz for Guard Bands. 

68. As with AWS-I, the majority of the spectrum in the 700 MHz Band will be licensed by 
CMAs or EAs. Specifically, in the AWS-I Band, 55.5 percent of the entire spectrum was licensed by 
CMAs or EAs (22.2 percent and 33.3 percent, respectively), while for the 700 MHz Band, 60 percent 
wi l l  be licensed by CMAs or EAs (34.3 and 25.7 percent). In addition, a substantial portion of the 700 
MHz Band will be licensed by large service areas (REAGdEAGs). Whereas 44.4 percent of the AWS-1 
Band was licensed by REAGs, 40 percent of the 700 MHz Band will be licensed by either REAGs or 
EAGs. 

69. Regarding the size of available spectrum blocks, we provide for one large, 22-megahertz 
spectrum block (comprised of paired I I megahertz blocks) in the 700 MHz Band to promote more 
innovative and efficient broadband deployment in this band. As the Commission found in  the AWS-1 
proceeding, 20-megahertz (or larger) spectrum blocks enable a broader range of broadband services 
(including Intcrnet access at faster speeds), accommodate future higher data rates, and provide operators 
with additional capacity and, importantly, tlexibility."' Based on that finding, in the AWS-I hand plan, 
three of the five spectrum blocks (66% of the total available spectrum) were made available in large 20- 
megahertz blocks."' Although we are departing from the AWS-I band plan by licensing most spectrum 

4W.7-/ Order oil Rrcoiisiderrrrinii, 20 FCC Rcd at 14066-67 1 15 (larger 20-megahertz blocks should enable a 
hrirader range o f  broadhand services. and accommodate future higher data rates); see also Service Rules for 
Adwnced Wireless Senices i n  the I .7 and 2. I GHz Bands, WT Docket No. 02-353, Report arid Order, 18 FCC Rcd 
25162. ?517R'll34 (2007) i A W S - i  Reporraiid Order). 

' "AM/S- /  Order-oii Recorisiderariuii. 20FCC Rcd at 14066-67'j 15, 14068-69T 19-20. In the AWS-I hand plan, 
three <!f the six license blocks, involving two-thirds of the hand (totaling 60 megahertz) were licensed hy  large, 20- 
nwgahertz blocks. Id. at 14069 1 20. 

l i l  
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block\ in the 700 MH7. Rand i n  m a l l e r  
\pectrtini blocks a\  B 22-ii irgaheni spectruni block enhances broadband deployment and stitiiulates new 
t'ntr! 

we conclude that licensing one of the 700 MHz Band 

70. Wc discti\\ i i i  iiiorr detail helow the revised hand plan, including our decisions regarding 
the hpecific placenicnt o f  the CMA. EA, and IlEAG licenses and the size of the spectrum blocks. We 
It'\ ise the size and  location of the spectrum blocks in the Upper 700 MHz Band, consistent with our 
decisions to  change the hpectral location of tlie Guard Bands and make an additional 2 megahertz of 
commercial spectruni available for aiictioii based on our reducing the size of the Guard Band B Block, 
and designate a IO-megahertz hpectrum block (comprised of two  5-megahertz paired blocks) adjacent to 
th? Public Safety spectrum as part of the 700 MHz PublidPrivate Partnership. 

('M4.s i i i  ( I  IZ-Mejioiierr: Spccrrim Block ( C o m p r i s e d  of Paired 6-Meguhertz  Blocks) iii 
1 / 7 1 ,  Lo~ i ' cv  700 M H :  B r r i i d  B B/ock .  We will license one additional spectrum block in  the 700 MHz Band 
o n  '1 CMA b a h ,  to be located iti the B Block of tlie LoweI 700 MHz Band immediately adjacent to the 
c,xisting CMA-based licenses. As reilected in the record. there is demand by  small and rural providers for 
\iiialler area\ ~ u c h  as CMAS."' Providing for an additional 700 MHz Band spectrum block licensed on a 
CMA basis may allow small and rural providers to obtain license areas that meet their needs while 
avoiding the transaction cost5 associated with obtaining access t o  spectrum in the secondary market, costs 
that are incurred wrhen these small providers must arrange the terms by which another licensee grants 
access to its spectrum by means of partitioning. disaggregation, or spectrum leasing."' Accordingly, we 

7 I . 

, % We depart lrorn the AWS-I hand plari hy licensing most of the 700 M H r  Band over smaller hlocks as part of our 
cllurt 10 balance several competing goals i n  the hand plan. We note in particular our decision to assign thc Upper 
700 MHr. Band's D Bliick m e r  10 megahcrt~ (comprised o f  paired 5 megahertz blocks) as part of a unique 
I'ubliclPri\nte Partnership In addition. we Cacilitate access to specirum by smaller service providers hy maintaining 
the size old1 the spectrum blocks i n  the Lower 700 MHz Band. This approach to the Lower 700 MHz Band is 
cmsistcnt with our proposal i n  the 700 MHz Firrther Notice, 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I10 y[ I78 which was supported by 
sewral parties in thc record, see TCA 700 MHz Furtilei- Notice Reply Comments at 2-4; Leap 700 MHz Further 
Norice Comments al 1; Ccllular South 700MHz Further- Notice Reply Comments at 6. 

See 700 MHr  Independents 700 MHz t i rnher Notice Comments at 2; Blooston 700 MHz Furrher Notice 
Comments at 2-4; Centennial 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 1,5; C&W 700 MHz Coniniercial Services 
h'orice Comments at 3: Core 700 M H z  Cornmerciui Set1,ice.s ,Witice Reply Comments at 4; Frontier 700 MHz 
Firrthrr Noticr Coniments at 2.4. 6: Emharq 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 8; NTCA 700 MHz Further 
A'otic~ Comments at 3-5; RCA 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 2 ;  RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Reply 
Comments at 1-7; WISPA 700 MH: Flirther Notice Comments at 5 :  Union 700 MHz Further Notice Reply 
Cimments at 7: USA Brimihand 700 MH: Further Notice Reply Comments at 2; see also Vermont et al. 700 MHz 
Fiirtlwr Noricc Rcply Comments ill 5-6. We note thar McBride asks that we license all of the spectrum over CMAs, 
hut  we already have decidrd i n  the 700 MH: Report and Order to license the spectrum using a mix of geographic 
arcas. 700 hlHr Report and Order. 22 FCC Rcd ai 8082 n 42. We also note that Frontier requests that we consider 
licensing spectrum o w r  a geographic area sniallcr than CMAs. but we have already declined to adopt service areas 
\n i i l l l e r  ilian CMAs. id. a1 808.5 yI 46. 

I<- 

See Union 700 MHz Cornmer-:.iul Servi,:e,! Notice Comments at 3 (stating that the "process ofaggregating, , 5 2  

diwggregating, and partitioning add significant costs and complexity, and can delay initiation of service. especially 
lo r  s m a l l  rural carricrs"): CI 
HouardIJaued Comments at 12 : 700 MHI Independents 70G MHz Further Norice Comments at 2 (commenting that 
due to f a c t m  including transaction costs, largc cnnipanies generally have been uninterested and unwilling to 
partition or lease the rural portions ur  their license areas); Corr 700 MHz Comniercial Servicrs Notice Comments at 
2  partitioning and disaggregation has not worked to break up larger pieces of spectrum); Consumer Federation of 
America. e1 ai. 700 MH:. Coniniercml Serrices tvofice Comments at 5 (prospective new entrants often are at mercy 
i n  the secondary market of license holders); Sprint Nextel 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 6 (stating that 
hidders interested i n  smaller geographic license areas would have to convince larger area license winner t u  partition, 
and then incur the "often quite substantial transaction costs"). 

Cellular 700 hlH: Coninierciul Services Notice Comments at 9; see also 
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find that additional small area liccnsrs based on CMAs should be available in  the 700 MHz Band to allowp 
\mailer and more rural hiddzrh to match their particular needs to the licenses available at auction and  
a v o i d  potential triiiisaction costs. This approach is consistent with the Commission's objectives to 
p i i i i o t c  cconomic opportunit) and competition, as well as the dissemination of licenses to a wide variety 
of applicant\. including s i i i i i l l  and rural providers.'"" 

W e  find that the 12-megahertz B Block (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) in the 
Idgiw:r 700 hIHr Hand i \  the appropriate spcctrum band f o r  the CMA licenses. As discussed above, 
wvei-a1 wninienttlrs specifically recommend that the B Block be assigned using CMAs.'" By providing 
ior C h l h  in the Lower 700  MH7. Rand B Block, licensers will be afforded the opportunity t o  combine B 
Hlock licenses W i t h  licenses i n  the ad.jacent C Block, which already have been licensed over CMAS.'" 
The  Commission has favored placinz ipectrum blocks with the same type of geographic area licenses 
ad,jacent to one  another becausc this approach enables licensees to more easily aggregate the adjacent 
channel licenses. whether at auction o r  i n  the secondary market.'" While we are  not creating a larger 
spec tmm block 1 b r C M A s  (c2.g.. II 20-megahenz block), as requested by some parties,"' we  do not find 

1 <'9 

72.  

,ill Set' 700 MHL Indepcndcnts 700 MH: FilrrI162!~ l ior ice Comments at 5 ;  U.S. Cellular 700 MHz Commercial 
Si.ii'ii.e.1 ,Nutice Reply Comments at 4; Hlooston 700 MII: Comnierciul Services Norice Comments at 2 ;  RTG 700 
MHz Cowiinercial Seii,i(.e.y N o f i w  Comments at 5 :  HowardlJaved 700 MHz Commercial Senices Notice Cornmenis 
at IO. In the AWS-I proceeding. the Commission stated that "RSAs and MSAs allow entities to mix  and match 
rural and urban areas according to their husiness plans and that. by being smaller. thcsc types of  geographic service 
m a s  provide entry opportunitich for smaller carriers, new entrants, and rural telephone companies." A WS-I Order  
mi Rei.orisiderariori. 20 FCC Rcd at 14066 ¶ 14. 

'"''See L o w r  700 MHz Repoit arid Order. I 7  FCC Rcd at 1061 'j 95 (quoring 47 U.S.C. 8 309(i)(3)(B)). The 
Commission also is to "prescrihe area designations and bandwidth assignments that promote . . . economic 
opportunity for a wide varicty oiapplicants, including small businesses, rural telephone companies, and businesses 
owned by members of minority groups and women." 47 U.S.C. 309(j)(4)(C). 

Sei,, PR. ,  700 MHr Independents 700 MHz Furrher Norice Comments at 2 ;  Aloha 700 MHz Fur ther  Norice 
Cimments at 7-4: Bloosron 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 2-3; Cellular South 700 MHz Funher  Notice 
Comments at IO: Dobson 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 3 :  NTCA 700 MHz Funher  Notice Comments at 3- 
4: RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  RCA 700 MH; Furrher Notice Comments at 1 I; WISPA 700 MHz 
Fiii-rlwr Norice Comments at 4; MilkyWay 700 MHi ,  Commercial Services Notice Comments at 1; ; MetroPCS 700 
M H i  Further Noricr Comments at I S ;  Leap 700 MHz Furrher Norice Comments at 3 ;  Corr 700 MHz Conimercial 
Srn,ices Notice Reply Comments at 4: see also Comments of Rural Telecommunications Group, Inc. in Support of 
Modification of License Area Sires for 700 MHr Spectrum, Reallocation and Service Rules for the 698-746 MHr 
Spectrum Band (Television Channels 52-51)), GN Docket No. 01-74, Service Rules for the 746-764 and 776-194 
MH/. Rands, and Revisions to Part 21 of the Commission's Rules, WT Docket No. 99-168, Rural 
Telecommunications Group, Inc. (filed Sept. 27. 2005) (requesting that MSAIRSA licenses he provided for Lower 
Band Block B and Upper Band Block C. totaling 22 megahertz of spectrum). 

I,,, 

Set' Corr 700 Mfiz Comnier~ciul S e n i c r . ~  Reply Comments at 4; RTG 700 MHz Furfher Norice Comments at 4; I h l  

700 MHz, Independcnts 700 MH: Firrrher Norim, Comments at 4-5: Cellular South 700 MHz Fur fher  Notice 
Comments at 10: Union 700 Mtk Firrrher Norice Comments at 4; USA Broadband 700 MH: Further Norice 
Comments at 2 .  

AM'S-I Order  UII Recurisideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 14067 ¶ 20. We recognize that our decision may alter the 
ability o i  licensees i n  Blocks A and B of the Lower 700 MHr Band to aggregate those licenses since they will be 
licensed using EAs and CMAs. However, our ovcrall decision rcspecting the size of geographic service areas and 
spcctrurn blocks provides opportunitics for licensees to obtain wider bandwidth. including lhrough the polential 
aggregation of Elocks B and C of the Lower 700 MHz Band. 

I h l  

See Polar 700 MH: Comniercial Services Norice Comments at I (arguing that a 20 megahervi. block should be 164 

auctioned over CMAs): .see ulso NTCA 700 M H z  Commercial Services Norice Comments at 2.6-7 (prior to 
(continued . . . .  ) 
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that this step is necessary because converting the B Block to CMA licensing creates opportunities for 
i t i i i i l l  o r  rural  service provider5 to create a 24-megahertz CMA block i n  any given geographic area by 
aggregatiiig spectrum in the re\ iscd B Bloch and the existing C Block. As a result, small and rural 
bidder% ma! acqitirc rights to ii large anioiitit of contiguous spectrum over small geographic service area, 
which p r o v i d e  the potential for  more flexibility in broadband services to  be offered and technologies to 
hc depkiycd. These opportunities are particularly important because the boundaries of CMA-based 
licenses do not match the boundaries of licenws based on EAs. EAGs, or REAGs, and therefore may be 
niost use full^ aggregated with other CMA licenses. 

For these reasons, we do not adopt EAs for the B Block.1hS Providing for an additional 73. 
( 'MA \pcctrum hlock in thc Lower Band B Block comports with the record and will help us achieve a 
balanced mix of geographic service area sizes in this band that is similar to the Commission's approach to 
the AWS- I spectrum. As part ofthis balance. and as discussed below, we also establish two EA license 
blocks in thc 700 MHz Band in order to address concerns raised by those parties requesting EA licenses. 

REA& iri ( I  ??-MrpiIwrt: .S/~ectrirnr Block (Comprised ojPuirerl I / -Megaher tz  Blocks) 
i n  i / w  L'p~wr- 700 MH; Brrrid C B k r k  In  addition to making licenses available by a variety of geographic 
;ireah siLes, including CMAs, we also find that we need to make available at least one large spectrum 
block. Having determined that we wi l l  provide fiir a 12-megahertz CMA block in  the Lower 700 MHz B 
Block and a 10-megahertz spectrum block adjacent to the Public Safety spectrum, we conclude that a 22-  
megahertz block of paired spectrum should be located in  the C Block in the Upper 700 MHz Band and 
licensed o n  a REAG basis. This approach is consistent with our goal of promoting broadband services in 
this band, and w,ill provide important benefits to potential users of this spectrum that may need large 
spectrum blocks as w-ell as large geographic areas. Because we provide for package bidding for licenses 
in this spectrum block, as discussed below, this large REAG block will be particularly important for 
p~tential new entrants and other bidders that seek to provide a nationwide service.'" 

larger than 12 megahertz in  the 700 MHz Band.'" The inclusion of this large block results in  a greater 
!nix of licenws in  the 700 MHz Band and gives prospective licensees an additional choice in  acquiring 
the amount of spectrum consistent with the technologies and spectrum architecture they may plan to 
deploy. A large spectrum block makes available licenses of varying bandwidth and provides for the 700 
MHz Band the sort of reasonable balance that we achieved for AWS-I As the Commission 
previously determined for AWS-I spectrum, which is similarly useful for providing wireless broadband 
wrvice, 

14. 

75. With regard to the size of spectrum blocks, this C Block will be the only spectrum block 

I b9 larger spectrum blocks offer important benefits, including providing sufficient spectrum to 

cContinued from previous page) 
,upporting Balanced Consensus Plan, arguing that a 20 megahertz. block should he auctioned over CMAs); Dohson 
700 M H :  Corrimerciui Sersices Notire Comments at 4-5 (prior to supporting Balanced Consensus Plan, arguing that 
two CMA hlocks should he auctioned, one comprised o f 2 0  mcgahertz and one comprised of I O  megahertz). 

See Nava,jo Nation 700 MHr Conrnierciul Services Noiice Comments at I 

Ah u e  discuss elseu'herc in this ordcr. this 72-megahertz block will bc revised to provide for two paired blocks of 

For the AWS-I spectrum, three of the six licenses were of wider bandwidth, i.e., 20 megahertz (comprised of two 

However. as we discuss elsewhere. with respect to sizes of spectrum blocks, we are departing from the AWS-I 

, h i  

1M 

\pcctruin in thc evcnt certain provisions relating to the aggregate reserve price for that block arc not met. 
1,: 

IO-megahertz paired hlocks). See A WS- / Order mi Reconsideraiiori, 20 FCC Rcd at 14069 1 20. 

hand plan hy licensing more spectrum hlocks i n  the 700 MHz Band in smaller sizes. 

I"' See A WS-I Reporr arid Order. I 8  FCC Rcd at 25 178 1 4 4 ;  A WS-I  Order on Reconsideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 
14066-67 ¶ IS. 

1 bS 
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\tipport the dzploynient of nen  and emerging competitors"" and the opportunity to achieve high data 
transinission ratcs for large numbel-s of customers. Large blocks also offer benefits with respect to 
wononi ies  (if scaie, providing an opportunity for licensees to de\elop new technologies and services, and 
;iilditional 

171 

76. Licensing ii \pectrum block of this size i n  the 700 MHz Band could also enable the 

.-\lrliough existing 3C; technologies, such as CDMA-2000 and Wideband CDMA, can 
di.\elopment of technologieb that will produce bit rates far beyond those available with today's 
technologic\. 
rcadil? be accommodated on blocks of 2.5-megahertz (paired 1.25-megahertz blocks) and 10-megahertz 
cpaircd 5-mcgahertz blocks)."' respectively, we anticipate that Fourth Generation (4G) technologies will 
be able to take adbantage 0 1  wider spectrum blocks, such as the 22-megahertz block we adopt in this 
Second Report and Order, to produce bit rates that are a significant increase beyond those currently 
achievahle with today's technologies."' By  creating a larger spectrum block in  the 700 MHz Band, we  
u i l l  enable thc provision of many services. including V o P ,  broadband internet access, and streaming 
audio and \,ideo programming. to be olfered at higher speeds, to a greater number of subscribers, and with 
more advanced capabilities than could be  offered on smaller-sized spectrum blocks in the band. 

These capabilities are especially important for new entrants that want to compete directly 

171 

77. 

, . I /  
Sei, CTIA 700 MH: Comrrieri.iu/ Senices Norice Comments at 6-7 (addressing a 20-megahert7, block); CCIA 700 

,hlH: Fiirt l ier V o t i w  Comrnetits at 3 (commenting that a larger block will improve chances for creating a new 
nntionwidc wireless broadband nctuork). 
' 

Comments at i ,  3, 5-6: Verizon Wireless 700 MH:, Further Notice Comments at 1 1 - 1  2 (stating that 4G services will 
squi re  large blocks to achieve lastest data rates). 

Sei2 CCIA 700 MH; Fur-ther Notice Comments at 3 (stating that a new nationwide wireless broadhand network 
serulting froni use (11 large block could take advantage of economies of scale); Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further 
hntice Comments al7-X (commenting that a larger spectrum block "will help to ensure the near-term deployment of 
next generation wireless broadband networks, providing the best opportunity for the United States to lead the world 
i n  4G wireless development."): 4G 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 2-4 (technologies with adjustable signal 
bands can benefit from larger blocks, as can technologies with fixed waveforms); Google 700 MHz Funher  Notice 
Comments at 7 (commenting that a larger block will provide greater flexibility for some technologies, and provide 
greater capacity for others); Motorola 700 MH: Commercial Services Notice Comments at 5 (commenting that wider 
hilicks affcird licensees the tlcxibility lo deploy advanced hroadhand services that operate using wider channels); 
Qualcomm 700 MH;  Commercia/ Senices Notice Comments at 18 (commenting that a larger spectrum block will 
facilitate thc delivery o l t h c  most tcchnically advanced wireless services in this and the next decade); see also 
DlRECTViEchoStar 700 IWH: C~inirrrercinl Sewices Notice Comments at 12 (commenting that a block of 20- 
megahertz may not be enough for  the scryiccs they envision; technology now under development would use larger, 
contigunus spectrum blocks). 

.%e Veriziin Wirelcss 700 MH: Fiir-ther Notice Comments at I 1-12 ("wireless broadband deployment requires 
iiiorc contiguous spectrum. and emerging 4G technologies require 20 megahertz of spectrum to achieve the fastest 
p(is~ihlr data rata").  

Sprint Nextel 700 IWH; F-urther Notice Comments at 2 ,  MetniPCS Further Notice Comments at 7-8, or that a 22- 
megahertr block is unnecessary and diverts the use of spectrum from frequency arrangements that could lower the 
technical requirements fix the hroadband technologies, see Ericsson 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 2. 

MohiieBroadband (UMB) 4G technology is prqiected to support 40 Mbps data rate in a paired 10 MHr channel or 
apprnxiinatelq twice the spectral cfticiency. See Qualcomm, "Qualcomm Introduces Complete solution for Ultra 
Mobile Broadband" at htto://www.ciualcomin.con~/uress/releases/2007/070~27 comulete solution ultra.html. 

/ - i  
S ~ P  Qualcomni 700 MH: Ciitiitiierciol Services Comments at 11-1  2, I R ;  Motorola 700 MHz Commercial Services 

, - '  

I:: 

Certain coinmcnters argue that paired 5 megahertz blocks provide sufficient capacity for some technologies, see I -.; 

;,/ 
While I x EVDO Re1 0 supports 2.4 Mbps over a 1.25 MHr channel, I x  EVDO Rev C or Ultra 
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b i t h  wireline broadhand alternatiws. which are increasingly moving to fiber networks capable of very 
high data rates. Whilc many planned 1C technologies may offer narrow channel bandwidths for 
migration purposes, a 20-niegahertz hlock (comprised of paircd IO-megahertz blocks) is the minimum 
\ize iieedcd to accommodate anticipated higher data rates. Based on the Third Generation Partnership 
Pi-oject 2 (3GPP7) standards, I x-EVDO Rev. C, or UMB is expected to support 40 Mbps data rate on the 
down l i ~ i h . " ~  B a d  on the Third Generaticin Partnership Project (3GPP) Long Term Evolution (LTE) 
technology. down link peak data rates up  lo 50 Mbps i n  a IO-megahertz paired channel are anticipated.'-- 
I n  addition. the IEEE 802.16m project targcty a niinimuni of  65 Mbps i n  B IO-megahertz paired 
clianiiel.'ix None of these wndards groups expect 4G technologies data rates to reach these anticipated, 
(ir higher peak data rate\ with less than a 20-megahertz block (paired IO-megahertz blocks). Thus, a 22- 
megahertz spectrum block, or e f f ec t idy  70 megahertz (2 x I 0  MHz), will enable licensees to deploy 
Fourth Generation f4G) u'ireless technologies designed to compete with high-capacity wireline offerings. 

that would otherwise be necessary if two smaller spectrum blo 
The use 0 1  tu'o, rdther than four, internal guard bands, associated with a larger spectrum segment, allows 
increases in network capacity and higher data throughput rates even with existing technologies. For 
rumple ,  as we observed in the 700 M H ;  ~:oiniiierciul Semites Norice, i f  a large spectrum hlock were 
divided into two smaller blocks. the overall data throughput rates of I xEV-DO transmissions would 
decrease hy 14 percent."" This lower data throughput level would be caused by the need to place 0.625- 
megahertz guard bands at both ends of two separate blocks and the resulting loss of usable spectrum from 
having four, rather than two, internal guard hands."" 

A larger 22-megahertz spectrum block (comprised of paired I 1-megahertz blocks) also 
% o d d  provide flexibility for C Block licensees to address potential interference issues. Base stations in 
certain blocks in the Lower 700 MHz Band may operate at power levels up to 50 kW ERP if specific 
power flux density iPFD) limits are met.'*' The 22-megahertz Upper 700 MHz Band C Block would 
contain sufficient spectrum for a licensee to designate some spectrum as an internal guard band without 
unduly compromising data rates. Given the elimination of the Guard Band A Block previously at the 
bottom of the Upper 700 MHz Band, ; .e. ,  at 746-747 MHz, this would permit Upper 700 MHz Band C 
Block licensees to address any potential concerns regarding interference from high power operations in 

7 X ~  Providing for a large spectrum block also eliminates the need for internal guard bands 
were acquired by different licensees. 

79. 

""Id.  Note that 4G systcms may utilize higher modulation schcmes and MIMO systems to increase the data rate in 
both the down and up  links. 

S w  3G americas "Mobile Broadhand, EDGE, HSPA & LTE' at I - '  

http://www,3naniericas,i~re/PDFs/white oaners/2006 Rvsavv Data Paoer FINAL 09.15.06.pdf 
at 55 (Sept. 2006). 

See IEEE X02.16 Broadband Wireless Acces Working Group, "Draft IEEE 802.16m Requirements" at 1,. 

~t1p://ieeeX02.~1rr/lh/trnn/diics/80?1~r11-07 002r2.pdl: Using a minimum spectral efficiency of6.5 hpsHz will 
L i r l d  a minimum pcak data rate of65 Mbps in 10 MHz handwidth (2 x I O  MHzj. 

I-',' 700 MH: Coninrerciiii Services Nor ic~.  21 FCC Kcd at 9371 n .  144 

IX"The CDMA Development Croup reports that a single IxEV-DO (Rev. 0) transmission on a IO-megahertz block 
produces a throughput of4200-6090 khis, hut two IxEV-DO (Rev. 0) transmissions on two 5-megahertz blocks 
produce a throughput of only 3600.5220 kh/s. 700 M H z  Coninrerrial Services Notice, 21 FCC Rcd at 9371 n.144, 
citing Delivering Voice and Data: Comparing CDMA2000 and GSM/GPRSEDGE/UMTS, CDMA Development 
Group. Dcc. 200.5 available at http://ww~.cdg.orgls~urces/white_papers/~les/Capacity~~2ODec~202005.pdf. The 
C:DMA Development Group is a consortium comprised of CDMA service providers and manufacturers, application 
dcvelopers. and content providers. 

I" Sre 47 C.F.R. $ 27.SO(cj 
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the Lower 700 MHz C Block.'" Accordingly, under our revised band plan. the 22-megahertz block not 
o n l y  provide? Ilexihility for the depkqment of 4C services and technologies, but offers Upper 700 MHr 
Band C I3lock licensees the flrxibility to address any interference concerns they may havc. 

the public intereht. We reject the band plari proposals of Northrop Grumman, AT&T, Cyren Call, and 
Frontline, because each of these proposals are premised on the adoption of a band plan with spectrum 
hlocks that itre significant11 smaller than the neu' ??-megahertz C Block.'83 We also reject arguments that 
h) adopting a singlc large block we are favoring a particular business model or potential bidder.'*' or 
Ii~iiiting cornpetition or participation in the auction."' Adopting a large spectrum block is part of our 
effort t o  provide an appropriate m i x  of licenses and is consistent with the positions of  many other 
commenter\. Many commenters responding to the 700 M H ;  Cunrmercial Servicrs Notice supported the 
rrtenti~n of a larger, '.g., 20-nicgahurtr block,'" and the record has continued to demonstrate support for 
11 larger spectrum block i n  the band.t87 

With regard to the size of geographic serbice areas, the use of REAGs for the Upper 700 

XI). For dl these ~ ~ B S O I I L  we find that providing lor one 22-megahertz spectrum block berves 

X I .  
MH/ Band C Block also w d l  provide a nunibcr of benefits. First, as the Conmission noted in adopting 
the AWS-I band plan, the use of  KEAGs may meet the needs of carriers interested in creating a large 
regional or nationwide service area, which may be especially important for new entrants.IE8 In particular, 
the use of large geographic service areas helps reduce transaction costs to both auction participants 
seeking to aggregate adjoining smaller geographic areas at auction and licensees seeking to consolidate 
such areas post auction. At the same time, REAGs are not so large as to preclude medium-sized providers 
from acquiring them at auction. For example, in the auction for AWS-I licenses, MetroPCS acquired a 
REAG license for the highly populated Northeastern U.S., and Cricket acquired a REAG license for the 
Central U S .  

"'See Veriron Wireless 700 MH: Furrhrr- Norice Comments at 16-17 (stating that sufficient spectrum would be 
aui lah le  with a 22-megahertz block to allnw the commercial licensee to designate a potion ofthe spectrum as an  
internal guard band): see ulso 4G Coalition 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3-4 (commenting on the potential 
lor a buffer to account for potential interferencc). 

See Northrup Grumman 700 MH: Funher Norice Comments at 5-6; AT&T 700 MHz Further Notice Comments 
ill 4-5: Cyren Call 700 MHz Further- Norice Comments at 39; Frontline 700 MU; Further Notice Comments at 5 I -  
S4. 

I S '  

See Cellular South 700 MH: Fur-rhrr Norire Keply Comments at 7; MetroPCS 700 M H z  Further Norice 

.SYP, ' . R . ,  Cellular South 700 M H z  Furrher Nurice Comments at 12, 15: Leap 700 MHz Funher Notice Reply 

Srr. cg.. DIRECTViEchoStar 700 MH; Corrirrier-cia/ Services Reply Comments at 7-8 (dividing the 20- 
m q a h e r t z  D Block would artificially limit the 'ypes of services available in the 700 MHz Band); Motorola 700 MHz 
C~imrrzerciol Services Comnients at 5 (generally recommending that commercial spectrum be licensed in wider 
ywtruiii hlocks): Qualcomni 700 MHz Coniniercial Services Comments at 18 (the D Block should remain intact 
hccause certain ~cchn(ilogies require 20-megahem bandwidth lor fastest possible data transmission); Verizon 
Wirelcss 700 MH: Conimercial Semices Reply Comments at 6-7 (asserts that a 20-megahertz paired license should 
he retained); CTIA 700 MHz Commercial Services Comments ai 6-7 (supports maintaining at least 20 megahertz. of 
paired spectrum in the Upper 700 MHz Band D Block). 

I h ;  See PISC 700MH: Furfher-Notice Comments at 36; 4G Coalition 700MHz Further-Notice Comments at 2-4,6; 
Google 700 M H z  Further Norice Comments at 7; Veriron Wireless 700 MHz Furrher Norice Comments at I I ,  16; 
WCA 700 MHr Furrher Norice Comments at 3. 

i h l  

Cotnmcnth at 6. 26: SpectruniCo 700 MH; Fur-rher- Notice Comments at 13. 
185 

C'oniinents at 2-3:  Sprint 700 MH: Further Nurice Comments at 3-5; 
I he 

S e e A W S - l  ReporrartdOrder. 18 FCCRcd at25176T38.  , x i  
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X?. Whether used for probiding service over a region or aggregated to provide nationwide 
x r \  ice. hecause KEAGh represent larger ycographic areas, they help lower the costs of acquiring a larger 
customer haw to acltie\e economies of scale. 
x m i c r  area5 and achieve economies of sc:tle, the.) are better able 10 offer new and innovative services, 
including advanced hroadhand servi 
may hc even more ellective in promoling these btnefits. especially the provision ot wireless broadband 
wrviccs. 

I X') To the extent licensees arc better ahlc to create large 

When combined with a large spectrum block. the use of REAGs 

8.3. LA.r i r i  11 12-Mqqd~,rr: S [ x ~ r r i i i i i  Blodi (Coirrprisrd qf Paired h-Megohert: Blocks) in the 
1.otwr 700 MH: 13ui id  A B1or.k. W e  adopt EA\ as the geographic service area for licenses in Block A of 
the 1,ower 700 MHr Band. making 176 licenses available in this block. Similar to the Commission's 
approach for the AWS-I speclrum, we find that there may he benefits to locating the E A  block next to a 
CMA block, given that smaller providers can benefit from both CMA and EA blocks.'9" Because other 
!piirrion\ of llir 7110 MH7 Band :ire more appropriate for CMAs and REAGs. for reasons described above. 
we therefore will assign licenses based on EAs in the A Block of the Lower 700 MHr Band. 

additional flexihilitj to implement their business plans by allowing these parties the option of bidding on 
ti geographic license area based on it size that is between smaller CMAs  and larger R E A G s . ' ~ '  This 
benefit may occur in several ways. Bidders that want license areas smaller than REAGs but larger than 
CMAs will have an opportunity to acquire spectrum more appropriate for their business plans either by 
obtaining a single EA license o r  aggregating multiple EA licenses.'g2 The transaction costs of such 
aggregation should he lower than they are for licenses based on CMAs, which are smaller and thus 
rcquire more licenses to cover the same geographic area. In addition, because EAs are building blocks for 
KEAGs, EA licenses and REAG licenses can he combined to form larger service territories or larger 
spectrum holdings within certain geographic markets. 

84. By adopting €As in the 700 MHz Rand, the Commission will provide potential applicants 

Existing service providers also can acquire EA 

IS,' 

A M ' S /  0.rdri-ori R[,cnrisidrrutiriri, 20 FCC Rcd at 14066 ¶ 14. 14068 1 18. 

The Commissior provided for a IO-megahertz block of EA licenses in the AWS auction, and the data from that 
auction demonstrates that IO-megahertz EA liccnscs provided an alternative to CMA licenses for small bidders. Of 
thc 176 Block C licenses offered in Auction No. 66, 173 licenses were won (98.3 percent). Of those 173 licenses, 
40 licenses (23.1 pcrcenl) were won by small businesses that were eligible for bidding credits in the auction. The 
Commission also provided for a 2O-megahertz block of EA liccnses i n  the AWS auction. 

See U n i o n  700 h lH:  Coiii,n<,r-ciul Su,i,ices Norice Comments a1 3-4 (ohtained EA and CMA liccnses in Auction 
N i l ,  66 due to affordability and ability to integrate): WCA 700 MH: Firrfher Norice Comments at 12 (commenting 
that EAs allow companies of various sizcs and with a Yariety of business plans to compete for spectrum); Navajo 
Nation 700 M H z  Coinmercial Ser-,,ices Notice Cominents at I (EA licensees will have more of a localized interest 
and allow for locusing on  improving services in local area): see also SpectrumCo 700 M H z  Further Nrifice 
C~rmtncnts at I O  (commenting that UAs accommodate the demand of bidders to acquire licenses with an array of 
benice territory siLcs and license configurations). In Auction No. 66, of 104 winning bidders; 70 (approximately 
67%)  w o n  CMA liccnscs on ly .  and 2 I (approximately 20%) won only EA or cornhinations of EA and CMA 
licenses. See U.S. Cellular 700 MH: Coi?tnwrcid Sewires Notice Comments at 6; U.S. Cellular 700 MHz 

I,),, 

t'il 

,"I 

ial Sunice\  Norice Reply Comments at 8 .  

See A WS-I Report uiid Order-, I8 FCC Rcd at 25 176 'fl 37: see also 47 C.F.R. $ 27.6(a) (reflecting that REAGs 
and MEAs are hased on EAs). This building hlock approach makes EA and REAGs. coupled with existing MEA 
licenses in the 700 MHz Rand. prelerahlc to ihe use of Metropolitan Trading Areas (MTAs) which we decline to 
adopt for this spectrum. We note that the Vcrntont Department of Public Service, er al. initially proposed the use of 
MTAs, but subsequently slated its support for our lower hand proposal in the 700 M H z  Furfher Notice which does 
not include MTAs. Coinpure Vermont Department o f  Public Service, et al. 700 M H z  Conrmercial Services Notice 
Comntcnts at 4 (suggesting adoption of MTAs) wifh Vermont Department of Public Service, ef a/. 700 MHz Further 
(cimtinucd.. . . I  
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I‘ll license area\ to supplenlent their exicting spcctrurn capacit), 
be afforded I l cx ih i l i t y  hy the aLailahility of EA licenses and REAG licenses in the 700 MHz Band,”’ and 
this llesibility wi l l  s e r w  to advance opportunities for broadband deployment. including timely 
deployment to rural :ireas. 

L o w r  700 MHz Band is appropriate spectrum for EA licenses. This determination wil l  create 
opportunities f.or a vuriet) of hidden. including small and regional providers, to acquire licenses for small 
gcographic iervice arcas in the Lower 700 MHz Band.”‘ Because the A Block i s  next to a second 12- 
rnegahertr hhck of spectrum, the B Block, that wi l l  be licensed using CMAs, small, regional, and rural 
probiders w i l l  also have opportunities to combine these blocks.’”’ This i s  consistent with the AWS-I 
band plan, which also included a spectrum block o f  this size on an EA basis that was located immediately 
adjacent to a CMA block.’” Also, licensees wi l l  have additional flexibility resulting from the opportunity 

combine !hi: syectnim i n  4 RIock with the adjacent unpaired E Block spectrum which, as we determine 
bclow, also wil l  he licensed over EAs. We conclude that licensing the paired spectrum in  Block A o f  the 
Lower 700 MHr hand on an EA basis i s  i n  the public interest. 

\Ye also adopt EAs for the unpaired 6-megahertz E Block of‘the Lower 700 MHz Band. A second 
spectrum block comprised o f  EA licenses in the 700 MHz Band further enhances the mix o f  geographic 
sizes for licenses in the band. By providing for EA-licensing in this block, the licenses in the 700 MHz. 
Band wi l l  consist of two licenses for each of the geographic areas we adopted in the 700 MHz Report and 
01-der  - CMAs, EAs. and REAGsEAGs. We find that such a balance o f  service areas in this spectrum i s  
consistent with goals we discussed in the 700 MH: Report and Order, including providing greater access 
to the spectrum by a variety of potential licensees.”’ 

A n  EA service area for the E Block provides licensees with flexibility through the 
opponunity to combine spectrum. First. the E Block spectrum can be combined with the adjacent A 
Block spectrum which, as we discuss above, also wi l l  he licensed over EAs. Second, the E Block 
spectrum can be conibined with the adjacent D Block spectrum. which has been assigned over EAGs, 
because EAs are building blocks for EAGs and thus provide the opportunity for licensees to combine 
spectrum and thus enhance flexibility. 

Adopting EAs for the E Block also affords a wider range of potential licensees with the 
opportunity to take advantage of the power level that applies to the Lower 700 MHz Band. As we found 
in the 700 MH: Report arid Order ,  unpaired spectrum blocks provide an environment “conducive to the 
(Continued from previous page) 
Nil t ic~  Comments at 5-6 ( lu l ly  supporting the lower hand proposal in the 700 MHz Further Notice). We also note 
that the geographic areas we adopt in this Second Report and Order are consistent with the geographic areas used for 
AWS-I licensing, while MTAs are not, which may further facilitate specwum use. 

For these reasorls, service providers wi l l  

8 5 .  We find that the I2-rriegahertz A Block (comprised of paired &megahertz blocks) in the 

80. EAs I I I  (I 6-Mrgahrrt:  L’npnired Spectrum Block iri the Lower  700 MH: Bar~rl E Block. 

87. 

88. 

See SpectruniCo 700 M H :  Furtlret- Noriw Comnicnls a1 I O ;  WCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 12-1 3. 

See A WS-I Report aiid Order. I X FCC Rcd at 25 I76 YI 17 (”[Tlhe licensing areas we have chosen wi l l  allow 

S P P  WCA 700 MH;.  Fu~-ther-Norice Comments at 12; Balanced Consensus Proposal Reply Comments, Attach.: 

Wc note. for examplc, that the AWS-I hand plan locates the CMA hlock immediately adjacent to an EA block. 

Sep Auction of Advanced Wireless Services Licenses Closes; Winning Bidders Announced for Auction No. 66. 

l“1 

1Y‘ 

licensees to make adjustments IO suit their individual needs.”). 
I ill- 

SpcctrumCo 700 MH; Fur!hcrNotice Ciimments at 10-1 1. 
I’l’ 

See A WS-I Order oii Recoirsideratiotr, 20 FCC Rcd at I4069 4[ 20 

Attach. A. Puhiic.Voricr. 21 FCC Rcd 10521, 10529-84 (2006). 

’”” See 700 M H :  Report and Order. 22 FCC Rcd at 8082-85 yR[ 42-45. 

Wii 
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pro\ isioti of broadcast-typc operations," and we therefore decided to permit these unpaired blocks to 
()pel-ate at i i  power level O S  50 kW ERP."" Although sonic commenters argue that E Block should he 
licensed oirr  RF.AGs.'"' by adopting geographic areas smaller than REAGs for this block, we enable 
iicccs\ 10 spectrum hy  ii wider range of licensees who may want to take advantage of the  power level fur 
thi\ spectrum but wlio do mit require a licrn\e covering a large geographic area.'"' 

X9. ~ 4 ~ l d i ~ i o n d  / s s w . \  Raised Regtrr-cliir~ rhe C'otntnercial Spectrnm iri die 700 MH:, Bund. As 
iricntioned above, i n  response either to the 700 MH: Corirnwrcial Services Nuricr or the 700 MH: Firrrlirr 
,Voriro. some parties have r a i d  additional issues regarding the band plan for this commercial spectrum. 
These rem;iining issues are addressed below 

underserved sre;is.'"' These proporals are beyond the scope of both the 700 M H z  Cotnwtercial Services 
:Voriw and the 700 M H ;  Fiirrhrr Nori~e.'"' In  addition, our other actions in  this Second Report and 
Ordei-. ~ticluditig the provision 0 1  a mix of dil-ferent size service areas with small area licenses, take 
5ignificant steps toward enhancing the 700 MHz Band spectrum for a wide variety of uses, including 
tixed wirel~'s\  broadband. 

90. We rqject the proposal of Howard/Javed respecting the delivery of fixed broadband to 

91. We also reject HowardJaved's proposal to adjust the hand plan to reflect 10- and 14- 
tnegahertr blocks in the A and B Blocks, respectively, of the Lower 700 MHz Band. There is record 
buppon to maintain the size and location of the spectruni blocks in  the Lower 700 MHz Band."' As we 
explain elsewhere in this Second Report and Order, we have decided to maintain the B Block at 12 
megahertz (comprised of 6-megahertz pairs) to provide licensees the opportunity to combine that block 
with the C Block, which has already been licensed and also is a 12 megahertz block (comprised of 6- 
megahertz pairs) based on CMAS."" W e  also decline to adopt HowardJaved's alternative suggestion that 
tlir B Block be made an asymmetrically paired 12-megahertz block with an unpaired E Block increased to 
8 megahertz, to incorporate asymmetric download and upload capacity in  broadband systems."" While 
HowardiJaved state that these proposals may he supported by the upcoming WiMax standards for this 
spectrum, these proposals are not necessary for the provision of WiMax in  the 700 MHz Band. There 
also i s  little support in the record for such a band plan. 

M. at X l O O ' j  95 

See Cellular South 700MHz Furfher Norice Comments at 10-1 1 ;  RCA 700 MHz Furfher Nofice Comments at 12. 

Srr Aloha 700 MH; Fiirrhrr- Notice Comments at 3 (commenting that EAs should he adopted for this hlock to 

, # / I  

?#I2 

- 

accomniodalc small concerns interested i n  using the spectrum for one-way high powered transmissions). 

"' HowardiJaved propose that the Commission mandate that B Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band he used for 
delivering fixed wireless hroadhand to "underserved areas formally designated as such." See HowardiJaved 700 
MH: Coniniercial Senices  Commcnls at 3X-40. Alternatively, they ask that separate procedures for MSAs, on the 
m e  hand. and KSAh, 011 the other hand. he employed respecting the use of fixed wireless broadhand in those license 
arcas, and that such procedures ohligatc B Block licensees to enter into agreements with parties proposing l o  use that 
q)ccirutn to serve undcrserved ar 

''' S e  jieri~3rdly 700 MH: Conirircrriai Services Notice; 700 MH: Furrher Norice: see also HowardiJaved 700 hfHz 
('oninferrial Service.r Comments at 38. 

See TCA 700 MH; Furrher Noricr Comments at 3-5; Leap 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 3 ;  Cellular 
South 700 IMH: Fiirrher Norice Reply Ciimmcnts at 6. 

We also determine elsewhere in  this Second Report and Order that there are benefits associated with having a 12- 
megahertz A Block licensed on an EA hasis next to the 12-megahertz B Block licensed on a CMA hasis because 
small and repiunal providers wil l  bc able tu comhine these smaller area licenses with identical spectrum hlock sizes. 

2w5 

204 

'"' Howard/Javed 700 MH: Coninieri~ial Services Comments a1 21 
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Y2. I n  addition, me will not adopt thc recommendation of Tropos that the A and B Blocks of 
the Lower 700 MHr Band should he auctioned and awarded to licensees that “would administer a 
iontention hased itnlicetised spectrum en\ironment.”’”” We agree with CTIA and AT&T that Tropos’s 
pi-oposal is tiot consistent with the flcxihlc L I ~ C  intended for this spectrum.’”” We also find that the 
tcchnical rules itre sufficient to permit the we  of Tropos’s technologies by a licensee in the 700 MHz 
Hand. Finally. there is little support i n  the record for Tropos’s proposal. 

93. Corr requesls that the C and 11 Blocks o f  the Upper 700 MHz Band be realigned tn form 
t \ b n  15-niegahertz blocks (each comprised of paired 7.5-megahertz blocks), with one licensed over EAGs 
i i n d  the othcr over REAGs.”“ Our decision to reconfigure the Upper 700 MHr Band in the manner 
adnpted in this Second Repon and Order meets the needs of a broad range of spectrum providers and the 
public. First. our decision to maintain a license with a w,ider bandwidth helps to provide a mix of license 
\ I X S  throughout the entire 700 MH7 Band s o  bidders will have options in acquiring licenses that best 
meet their requit-einetits. Second, 0111‘ decision to provide another license, with appropriate conditions, in  
conjunction with a public/private partnership to address broadband for public safety addresses important 
concerns relating to an interoperable puhlic safety network. 

unpaired spectrum blocks to allow for the development of TDD technologies.”’ Similarly, we will not 
adopt Navini’s suggestion to allocate additional spectrum in the 700 MHz Band for mobile WiMAX 
deployment that is bpecially conducive to the use of TDD technology, i.e., IS -  or 30-megahertz spectrum 
blocks.”’ The 700 MHz Band already provides for two unpaired licenses, one of which remains to be 
ahsigned (i.e., E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band). In addition, the Commission provided for a flexible 
use approach with respect to the services and technologies, “including provision of the full range of FDD- 
and TDD-based wireless The band plan we are adopting today is carefully crafted to provide 
a mix of licenses of various sizes and bandwidths for the entire 700 MHz Band to meet the competing 
needs of a wide range of commenters and to meet a number of important policy goals, and we find that 
maintaining the current size of the unauctioned unpaired spectrum band is consistent with our decisions 

93. We decline lo  adopt NextWave’s proposed band plan, which is based on the use of 

See Tropos 700 MH? Cornnierciul Srn’ices Comments at I O .  

””’ See CTIA Coniniercial Sen,icr.s Notice Reply Comments at 10-1 1 ;  AT&T Comnierciul Services Notice Reply 
Comments at 13. 

‘IiJ See Corr 700 MHz Conirnerciul Senices Comments at 3 .  

‘ I ’  See NextWave 700 MHz Conimercial Services Comments at 6-10 &Attach. I; NextWave 700 MHz Commercial 
S?rviws Reply Cotnnients at 2-9 & Attach. I. NextWave’s modilied proposal includes two new unpaired 10- 
megahertz blocks and me new paired 10-megahertz block (comprised of two 5-megahertz blocks) i n  the Upper 700 
MHr Band, and two new unpaired 12-megahertz blocks i n  the Lower 700 MHz Band. The sire and location of the 
currcnt unpaired 6-megahertz hlock, E Block i n  the Lower 700 MH2 Band, would not he altered. See NextWave 
700 M H ;  Conir?ierr~iul Semites Reply Comments at Attach. I. NextWave‘s original proposal suggested adopting 
unpaired spectrum blncks o f  6- I5 megahertz. See NcxtWave 700 MHz Cunimercial Services Notice Comments ai 7- 
X & Attach. I .  The reasons for opposing NextWave‘s proposal include: i t  would hamper the growth of alternative 
scr\ ices. SC’P AT&T 700 MU: Coin,nen.ial Sen.icrs Reply Comments at 13- I4 & n.32: MetroPCS 700 M H z  
<.,mimerciui Sensicrs Reply Cumments ai 15: i t  has not been demonstrated that TDD will be successful i n  the 
marketplace, see MetroPCS 700 MHz Comnlerciul Services Reply Comments at 15; Alltel 700 MHz Comnierciul 
Srn~ice.! Reply Comments at 5: and the Commission‘s decision should not favor a particular technology. see 
Cingular 700 MIi?  Commerriul Services Reply Comments at 10: AT&T 700 MH: Commercial Services Reply 
Comments at 14. 

‘I’ Nevini 700 MH: Coninwrciai Services Comments at I .  Navini states that its current offering is built on a TDD 
scheme utilizing 16.5 megahertz bands. Id. 

” ‘ L u ~ . ~ e r 7 0 0 M ~ ~ K e p o r f u n d O r d e r .  17 FCC Rcdat 1070-71 ‘j 125. 1051-52¶70. 
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r t y r d i n g  the rest o l ' the band plan 

\+a) bruadbnnd platlorni\ i n  the E Block o f  the Lower 700 MHz Band."' The Commission has provided 
lor fkxibi l i t !  i n  senice\  to he offered and technologieb to be deployed in the 700 MHz Band. In the 
/ , i l l< ('1- 700 ,MH: K q i " i t f  wid Or-i/t,r. the Commission adopted a flexible allocation for  the Lower  700 M H z  
Hand which "w i l l  allow service providers to  select the technology they wish to use to provide new 
si,rvice\ that thc market may dcmand."'" Google's proposal regarding the use o f  the Lower 700 M H z  
Hand'\ E Block could reduce this flexibil i ty. and thus restrict the extent to which any potential bidder and 
licenyee could operate i n  the hand. Google does not present evidence o f  any significant support for  the 
Commission deviating from its policy respecting flexible use, and we do not agree w i th  Google's 
wggestion that the F, Block lacks any immediate commercial value. The record reflects that the similar 
unpaired 6-mcgahert7 D Block in  the Lower 700 MHr Band, which i s  adjacent t o  E Block, is being used 
h! QIIBICO~I~ for its MediaFLO ser\ice."" As discussed elsewhere in this Second Report and Order, 
s r n i c e  providers that hold licenses for the Lower  700 M H z  Band E Block w i l l  have Eignificant incentives 
to provide adbanced broadband and other services. In addition, by licensing the E Block  over smaller 
geographic areas, EAs, we are providing the opportunity for  a widcr range o f  potential licensees to access 
this spectrum. We therefore see no need to condition the use o f t h i s  block as requested by Google. 

Yi. W e  also drc l inr  to adopt Google's suggestion that the Commission should require two- 

9 6  Finally, we do not address a rcallocation o f  additional spectrum for public safety 
purposes iis discussed b y  Association o f  Public-Safety Communications Officials-International, Inc. 
OZPCOI, International Association of Chiefs of Police, International Association o f  Fire Chiefs, Major  
Cities Chiefs Association, Major  County Sheriffs Association, and National Sheriffs' Association in their 
comments on the 700 MH; Conimeri.ia1 Serr+r.s Notice."' As these commenters acknowledge, such a 
reallocation i s  beyond the Commission's current statutory authority."' In any event, we are adopting 

'I1 .See Letter from Richard S. Whitt, counsel for Google Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary. FCC, in  W T  Docket 
N u  06- IS0 (filed May 21, 2(x)7) ("Google May 21 E r  Parre in W T  Docket No. rn-150') at 4-5. Specifically, 
Google argues that the E Block "only should he ( I )  utilized for interactive, two-way broadband services. (2) 
connected tu the puhlic Internet, and (3) used to support innovative software-hased applications, services, and 
devices." Id. at 4. 

' I '  Lower 700 M H z  Rqmrt atid Order. I 7  FCC Rcd at 1023 ¶ I, The Commission further found that a flexible use 
approach u d s  consistent with Section 303(y) of the Communications Act, which requires the Commission to make 
alrirmativc finding5 that a proposed tlexihle use allocation ( I )  i s  consistent with international agreements; (2) would 
he in the public interest: (3) would not deter investment in communications services and systems, or technology 
development: and (4) would not result i n  harmful interference among users. Id. at 10307 15 (citing 47 U.S.C. 5 
303(y1). Thc Cornmission's rules allow non-guard hand 700 MH7. licensees to providc "any services for which i t s  
lrequcncy bands are allocated." 47 C.F.R. $ 27.2(a). 

'I" S E P  Qualcomin Google Ex Pot-re Comments at 3-4. Qualconim commcnts that other mobile video technologies 
alw iiperate i n  a 6-inegahcrli unpaired block o f  spectrum. Id. at 4. 

Srr A P C U  c t  al. 700 ,MHz CiwrirnerciiiI Serr,iceY Notice Reply Comments at 2.  

'Ii ld. l 'hc Balanced Budget Act mandated that with respect to the 60 megahertz in thc Upper 700 MHz Band, the 
Commission allocate 2.1 megahertz ofspcctrum for public safety services and the remaining 36 megahertz of 
spectrum for commercial use to hc assigned hy competitive bidding. See 47 U.S.C. $ 337(a) (enacted by the 
Ihlanced Budget Act of lYY7, Pub. L. Nu. 10.5-33. 9 3004. 1 I I Stat. 251. 266 (adding new Section 337(a) and 
estahlishing initial timetable for conducting auctions)); Balanced Budget Act o f  1997 5 3004 (adding new 9 337 of 
thc Coniniunications Act) The Comniission has made that allocation. See Reallocation of  Television Channels 60- 
69, the 746-806 MHz Band, E T  Docket No. 97- 157, Reporr arid Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22953 ¶ 1 (19981, recon., 13 
FCC Rcd 21578 (IYYX) (Upper 700 MHz Reallocation Order). The D T V  Act requires that the Commission auction 
the "recovered analog spectrum" which does not include the spectrum required by Section 377 of the Act to be made 
[continued .... ) 
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pro\ i h i o n s  elke\\here concerning the 700 hlHr Public Safety Band and to establish nationwide 
iiitcroperiiblc uirelcv broadband for public d e t y .  

b. Guard Rands Spectrum 

( i )  Background 

97. In the 700 M H :  F i w r k f -  Noticc, we proposed to change the sizes and locations of the 
I1ppt.r 700 M H r  Guard Hands.?’” WK sought comment on thcse changes within the framework of our 
tentative conclusion t n  designate the lower portion of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band for broadband 
ciinimunication\, and to  consolidate the narrowband channels to the upper portion or the public safety 
hpectruni.-- We tentatively concluded that the Commission should nor adopt the BOP for the Guard 
Handy spectrum. or nther proposals to  the extent that they propose a reallocation of commercial spectrum 
for public safety use or the assignment of spectrum from our auction inventory without competitive 
hidding.”’ We reasoned that. prior t o  the completion of the DTV transition, Section 337 of the Act 
appears to prohibit the Cornmission from reallocating commercial spectrum for public safety use as 
proposed by the BOP and Erichson.”’ Similarly, we stated that Section 337 appears to require 
competiti\e bidding to assign spectrum allocated for commercial use, making thc BOP and the critical 
infrastructure industries (CII) proposals potentially unlawful.’” Finally, we tentatively concluded that 
w e n  if the Commission possessed legal authority to adopt the BOP, Ericsson, or CII proposals, they 
would not serve the public interest because they seek to assign additional spectrum to current licensees 
without competitiLe bidding.”‘ 

We also noted that a reconfiguration of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band could result in 
interference to the relocated public safety narrowband channels from existing Canadian and Mexican TV 
broadcasters in certain border areas.225 The Canadian government has agreed to clear broadcasters from 
TV channels 63 and 68 and to use the spectrum for public safety purposes. and will clear broadcasters 
trot11 all TV channels ahove channel 52 by August 31,201 
the reconfigured narrowband channels will reside, are unlikely to he cleared until at least that date. 
Consequently, if we consolidate the public safety narrowband channels onto only channels 64 and 69, all 
narrowband channels will be subject to interference from Canadian broadcast operations within border 
areas during Canada’s DTV transition. Furthermore, Mexico has not yet announced a date for 

7 %  

98. 

As such, channels 64 and 69. where all of 

(Continued f rom previous page) 
available lor public safety services. DTV Act $ 3003(a)(2); ser also 700 MH: Commercial Services Notice, 21 FCC 
Kcd at 9349 1 5 .  9350.5 I ‘1 9. 

‘ I ”  See 700 MHz Furlhrr Norice, 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I32 yi 183. 
l l i l  

-. Id. at 8 147 I[ 227. The Commission initially bought cwnmrnt on the BOP and other proposals regarding the 
C;uard Bands i n  thc 700 MH: Giurd Bm,ids Noficr. S r p  700 MHz Guard Bands Norice. 21 FCC Rcd at 10430-35 
urn J w x .  
1 ,~ 

--- .%e 700 MH: Fiirrhrr Noriw 12 FCC Rcd at 8147 yi 227. 

-- Id. 

’~‘ ld ‘lhc Coinrriission added that the BOP also could create an increased potential for interference between 
700 MH7. Band public safety and ctinimercial uperations. Id. 
-’ 

Kcd ill IOJ32 yi 45. 

’ I h  Broadcasting Puhlic Notice CRTC 2007.53 (May I7,2OO7), available at 
htm://www.crtc. scdarchi  ve/ENG/Notices/2007/ph2007-53.h~. 

, - ~  

, . j  
SPC 700 hlH: Further Notice, 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I36 ¶¶ 195- 196: see also 700 MH; Guard Bands Notice. 2 I FCC 
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transitioning its TV channels, including channels 64 and 69 ,’27 Accordingly, we proposed that public 
d e t !  inarrowhand operation3 hc permitted in Canadian border areas within the public safety allocation’\ 
iiitcrnal guard band until the end of Canada‘r DTV transition. We also proposed to impose a license 
condition upon thr  non-Guard Hands comniercial licensee adjacent to the public safety broadband 
illlocation. creating temporary access in those horder areas to I megahertz of that adjacent block to 
prescrvc the full 5-megahertz handwidth of the public safety broadband allocation.’2S 

invited coninlent on an alternative proposal filed by the BOP proponents (thc Access Spectruf legasus 
Altcrnati\e Proposal). which \ought to address l e p l  concerns raised by the BOP. LJnder the alternative 
p r o p o d ,  32 megahertz ofcomniercial broadband spectrum would be auctioned, but the size of the public 
sifety allocation would remain unchanged.”” Specifically, the proposal assumes reconfiguration of the 
700 M H r  public safety spectrum and xeks  to remedy potential public safety narrowband interference 
i\\ues by shifting the entire 700 MHr Public Safety Band downward by I megahertz from its current 
location. In addition, as pan of this shift, the current Guard Band A Block (at 746-747 MHz and 776-777 
MHz) would be relocated iminediatel) below the paired puhlic safety broadband spectrum, and the Guard 
H;md B Block would be relocated immediately above the public safety narrowband spectrum, and 
i-cduced from a 4-niegahertz block (paired 2-megahertz blocks) to a 2-megahertz block (paired 1- 
megahertz blocks). The relocated Guard Band B Block would then serve as a Commission-held guard 
hand. still within the commercial allocation, to protect the public safety narrowband channels. 

Y9. After reaching tentative coiiclusionh to riot adopt the BOP, C11, or Ericsson proposals, we 

100. The Access SpectrudPegasus Alternative Proposal (a component of the Upper 700 MHz 
band plan Proposals 3 ,4 ,  and 5 in the 700 MH; Firrfher Notice) would require incumbent Guard Bands A 
and B Block licensees to “repack“ their licenses into the reconfigured Guard Band A Block. The proposal 
also includes a commitment of the panicipating Guard Band licensees to fund the reconfiguration of the 
public safety spectrum, provided that the reconfigured Guard Band A Block would be subject to the same 
service rules as the ad-jacent non-Guard Rand commercial licenses, including the flexibility to deploy 
cellular architectures. In the 700 MH; Further Riotice, we recognized that this proposal, particularly the 
spectrum “repacking,” contemplates agreement of !he incumbent licensees regarding the revised band 
plan, including geographic area assignments.”” We tentatively concluded that we should reject the 
proposal i f  the incumbent licensees could not reach an agreement.23i 

on the Access SpectrudPegasus Alternative Proposal. We also received comments on our proposal to 
provide temporary access to I megahertz of non-Guard Band commercial spectrum to address potential 
interference to public safety communications at the Canadian border. Cyren Call and Ericsson submitted 
additional proposals concerning the 700 MHz Guard Bands. Finally, on July 6,2007, all but one of the 
Guard Band licensees joined i n  a proposal (“July 6, 2007 Guard Bands Proposal”) that addresses a 

101. As explained below, in response to the 700 M H z  Further Notice, we received comments 

>~ 
-- Access SpectrudPegarus 700 ME: Furthei. Norice Comments at 8. Mexican television broadcasters operate in 
the horder areas on TV channel5 63 and 64. id. According to Access SpectrudPegasus, having interoperable 
puhlic safety channels on  botn channels 63 and 68 in the United States helps alleviate interference issues. Access 
SpcctrundYegnsus 700 MH: Fiirthrr Noiicr Comments at IO.  

”‘ Srr  700 IMH: Furlher Nor(< e. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I36 ylYl 195- 196 

~- /d. a t X I 3 6 - 8 l 3 7 ¶ ¶  195-199 

”“Id. atX137T 199 

-,’ ld. 

> I , ,  
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number of ohjecliow to  the ,4ccess Spectrum/Pegatus Alternative Proposal and which informs our 
iicterniin:ttiotis bcliiw.'" 

IO?. /?o&r Irirrrfermcc. Thew is widespread support for those aspects of the Access 
SpecirunllPcgaws Alternative Proposal that address potential interference to public safety narrowband 
operations in  border are:th. Northrop Gruniman states that the proposal is the most appropriate plan to 
rlttiiiii nationwide abailahility of public safety narrowband interoperability channels, absent a frequency 
\ h i l i  or migration requircnieni.'" In most respects, WCA supports band proposals that would incorporate 
Access SpectrundPegasus' Alternatiw Proposal."' WCA asserts that these proposals would ensure 
public safety interopcrability \ i i t  a uniform rrconf.iguration throughout the United States including along 
the hordcrs:"' The 4G Coalition notes that (he alternative proposal would resolve funding and Computer 
Assisted Prc-Coordination Resource and Database ("CAPRAD') reprogramming issues, while other band 
plan proposals do not: 

interference issues in border areas, niinimize the potential Ibr interference between 700 MHz Band 
licensees,'27 and permit the Commission to provide public safety entities with spectrum assignments 
a l i p e d  nitti Canadian alIocations.'lN NPSTC also favors band plans that incorporate the alternative 
proposal because i t  would address potential conflicts with Canadian TV broadcasters at the border arising 
Irom reconfizuration of the public safety spectrum.'3' Arcadian also supports the alternative proposal 
because i t  would address border area interference concerns and provide funding for reconfiguration of the 
700 MHz Public Safety Band."" 

Conversely. Alcatel-Lucent contends that the I-megahertz downward shift under the 
alternative proposal would complicate international coordination and result in underutilization of the 
public safety broadband spectrum.'" AT&T also opposes the alternative proposal, arguing that a guard 
band is required between the Lower and Upper 700 MHz C Blocks due to interference (or "noise-rise") 
potential, particularly where the types of services and power limits may differ.'" MetroPCS claims that 
the alternative proposal would not resolve interference issues, and that the additional flexibility and 

-76 

103. Verizon Wireless staies that the alternative proposal would addrebs public safely 

104. 

7 3 ,  Sue Letter froni Kathleen Wallman. on behalf of Access Spectrum, LLC, Dominion 700. Inc., Pegasus ~. ~ 

Conimunicaiions Corporation. and  Kadiofone Nationwide PCS, LLC, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex 
Parre in WT Docket Nos. 96-86.06-150, 06-169. PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed July 9, 2007) ("Access 
SpectrudPegasus July  6, 2007 E.t Porte"). 

'" See Norihrop Grurnman 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 4 

'u See WCA 700 MH: Furthur Norice Comments at 4 

I d  at 4-6. Y.  

Srr 4C Coalition 700 MH: FiirrIic2r N o t i e  Cornmenis at 22 

SPP Vertmii Wireless 700 MHz b-iirrlwr Nofict ,  Conimenis ai 16. 

Id. ai 17. Verimii Wircless suggests that the proposal would diminish the risk of interference to public safety 

>.- - '  

I :h  

licenhees hecause i t  would retain the I-megahcrt~ guard hand that separates the commercial and public safety 
y x x t r u m ,  and also would provide enough spectrum in a larger 22-megahcrtr Upper 700 MHz Band C Block to 
iillow for the use of an ddditional internal guard hand tu protect against high-power operations from the Lower 700 
MHI band C Block. Id a i  I X .  

See NPSI'C 700,MH,- Furrher Noricr Comments at 2 5 .  74,) 

"" Srr Arcadian 700 MH: Fur'rhrr-,Voficr Reply Comments at 3. 
''I Srr ALU 700 M l t  Fu,th?I Notice Conimenis at 22. 

" ' S r r  AT&T 700 M H z  Furrher-Nnrir.e Reply Comments at 25-28. 
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capabilities afforded the 700 MHr Guard Band licensees would create a “windfall” for the incumbents.”’ 
Finall>. some cominenteri. coiitiniir tu support the BOP.24J 

105. Tiwporcri:v F‘irhii(. Si!fery A i w s s  to Coriiiiierciul Spccrr-crni i r i  rhe Upper 700 M H i  Burzd. 
,Alcatel-Luccnt opposes ternporar) access into the commercial Upper 700 MHz Band spectrum, adjacent 
t i l  the 700 MH7. Public Safety Rand, fur public safety broadband in Canadian border areas, and instead 
;id\ocatey ilzxible operating parameters for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band’s internal guard band.24s To 
ensure rapid deploynicnt of public safety services, Alcatel-Lucent urges us to permit limited narrowband 
use of the internal public salety guard band in border areas and to expeditiously conclude temporary 
internalional agreementh.”” Access SpectrundPegasus oppose Alcatel-Lucent’s proposal for flexible use 
of the public safety internal guard band to address border interference issues because it  would only 
probide B temporary solution and prccludc the permanent availability of interoperability channels.’” 
They iilso argue that Alcatel-Lucent’s proposal to permit temporary use of the public safety internal guard 
hand for narrowband communications would effectively reduce the size of the available bandwidth of the 
public safety broadband spectrum because a I megahertz guard band between public safety’s broadband 
a i d  narrowband operations is necc 

Northrop Grumman contends that providing public safety entities temporary access to 
commercial spectrum in  the Upper 700 MHz Band would not meet their needs because it would create 
incompatibility with non-border area5 by temporarily relocating the narrowband channels in  border areas, 
thereby thwarting nationwide i~~teroperability.”~ WCA also contends that such an interim allocation shift 
would frustrate interoperability and not serve the public interest.”’ The 4G Coalition contends that any 
band plan that the Commission adopts should not isolate public safety agencies in border areas, which 
would impede nationwide interoperability.”’ It argues that the temporary access plan is unlawful for 
some of  the same reasons we have tentatively concluded not to adopt the BOP.”’ NPSTC similarly 
argues that the temporary access proposal would fail to solve public safety interoperability at the border 
and that the costs associated wi th  returning i t  to permanent status are not known at this time.”’ 

i \  created to maintain the full bandwidth of the public safety broadband spectrum, it  would be more 
difficult to modify the band plan and the spectrum would be significantly devalued, possibly impeding 
use of the spectrum.”“ Ericshon also asserts that the temporary access proposal does not address 

ry to prevent interference between the two uses.L48 

106. 

107. Ericsson argues that if temporary access into commercial Upper 700 MHz Band spectrum 

”’ .%L, MelruPCS 700 MHz Furthpr Notice Comments at 24; see also Letter from Mark Stachiw, MetroPCS to 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC. Ex Parre in WT Docket No. 06.169 (filed Mar. 22, 2007). 

”” SPY, r.g. .  Access SpectrumlPepasus 700 MHz Furthrr Notice Comments, App. B; Northrop Grumman 700 MHz 
Fnrrher Norirr Comments at IO.  

S’w Alcatcl-Lucent 700 MH: Fiirrlic,r No1ic.e Commcnts at 24. 

lil. 31 2 I 

li‘ 

1 i(i 

‘ I ’  .k .Accc\s SpcctrululPepasus 700 Mtk Fiir ih~r Nntice Reply Comments at IO- i  I .  
: I b  Id ai 12. 

”” Sre Northrop Grumman 700 MH: Furflier Nori1.r Comments at 4. 

”” SP? WCA 700 MH: Furriirr Norice Ciimments at 8 .  

”’ See 4G Coalition 700 MHz Furtliei- Notic? Comments at 22. 
I,: /d. at 27. 
, . I  - ~ S e e  NPSTC 700 MH: Further- Notice Comments at 23, 24. 

”‘ See Ericsson 700 MH: Firrfher Norice Comments at 17. 
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hroadcas~ intcrfcrencc at the Mexican border. and that licensees i n  the 700 MHz Band would have 
problem\ iii certain border ;ireas.- Ericson urges the Commission to include the cntire 700 MHz Band 
111 its intcropc.rabilit> objwti\e\, aiid to pursue bilateral talk\ to relie\,e hpectrum constraints by February 
7009,’c6 Ericsioir a s w v  that the temporary iiccess proposal fails t o  address whether Mexico would agree 
lo shut down broadcast operations in the band. and that i t  is better to  harmonize the entirc 700 MHr Band 
than to adopt temporary sol~tiotis that would be difficult to reverse: 

-5< 

’57 

108. ().rwi ( u / /  P/-opo.su/. Cyren Call supports a new band plan (based o n  Proposal 4 in the 
7110 M H :  ~ i / ~ f / i [ , / . , ~ i ~ r ; ~ ~ ) ,  where the Guard Bands A and B Block licenses would be “repacked” into a 
reconfigured Guard Band 4 Block hetween two non-Guard Band commercial blocks (a revised D Block 
aiid 11 new “E Block”) in the  Upper 700 MHz Band, rather than between the non-Guard Band commercial 
bloch (the new “E Block“) and the public safety spectrum. Cyren Call contends that this approach would 
niakc the public safety broadband spectrum. and ad,jacent non-Guard Bands commercial spectrum, more 
attractive to carriers seeking a nationwide footprint of up to 22 megahertz (or 24 megahertz if acquiring 
the revised Guard Band A 

749 MHr and 777-779 MHz. immediately above the existing Guard Band A B l ~ c k . ” ~  Ericsson contends 
that this approach would improve interference protection for the public safety narrowband channels, 
providing an additional buffer between the Upper 700 MHz C Block and the public safety spectrum.26“ 
Ericsson adds that. on the lower half of the paired spectrum, its band plan would provide an additional 
buffer between the Lower and Upper 700 MHz C Blocks, where operations in the Lower 700 MHz Band 
have significantly higher power limits and may pose a threat to the Upper 700 MHz C Block.’6’ Verizon 
Wireless opposes the Ericsson proposal, stating that it fails to address the Canadian border issue because 
public safety entities would lack the tlexibility to deploy cross-border interoperable narrowband systems 
v, herever blocked by Canadian broadcast facilities.”’ 

J u l y  6. 2007 Guard Bunds Proposal. Access SpectrudPegasus, joined by other Guard 
Bands liccnsees, filed ii new proposal dated July 6, 2007, which is based on Cyren Call’s plan (discussed 
above), whereby all Guard Band A Block licensees (except PTMPS 11) voluntarily “repack” into a new 
Guard Band A Block that is located between two non-Guard Band commercial 700 MHz Band blocks 
(the C and D Blocks) rather than adjacent to the public safety spectrum.’63 As explained in more detail 
below. these licensees provided signed waivers of their rights to object to these license modifications and 
have agreed to transfer their Guard Band B Block licenses to the Commission. 

109. Erir.s.rori /’/-opo.su/. Ericsson argues that the Guard Band B Block should move to 747- 

I IO.  

(ii) Discussion 

I I I. We adopt il revised band plan for the 700 MHr Guard Bands spectrum and the Upper 700 
MHz Band, which includes features of Cyren Call’s additional band plan proposal and the July 6, 2007 

/ ( I .  2 5 3  

2 5 ,  ,d, 

:+ ld a1 21 
.<b - SP‘P Cyren Call 700 M I / :  F w r h w  Noficr Comments, Art. I 

.SP(, Ericssiin 700 MH: Filt-rlicr Niiriw Comrnents at 23. ’ill 

?’’” Id. ill 23-23. 

lo’ I d .  at 26-21. 

‘(‘I Verizon Wireless 700 MM: f irrr l ler Norice Reply Comments at I i 

”” Set, AWSS SpectrumiPegasus J u l y  6. 2007 E r  Purte. 
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Guard Rands Proposal. As an initial matter. wc determine that with the reconfiguration of the 700 MHz 
Public Safety Band, the Guard Band B Block will  no longer be necessary as a guard band between the 
ion-Guard Hand? commcrcial spectrum, and the public safet) broadband spectrum.’h4 To enable a more 
vflicieiit. shared interoperabk broadband network, M’C locate the Guard Band A Block between the Upper 
700 MHz Band C and D Blocks, shifting the public safcty broadband allocation downward by 1 
inrgahert~ and placing il adjacent to the commercial 1) Block that wil l  he used for the 700 MHz 
PuhliciPrivate Partnerthip. This new band plan addresses potential public safety narrowband 
interoper;ihility issues i n  hordzr areas. and frees up 2 megahertz of B Block Guard Band spectrum 
nationwide (except for PTPMS 11’s two grandfathered MEAs) to be included in the auction of commercial 
hpec t iru m . 

112. Finally, consistent with our tentative conclusion i n  the 700MHz Further Nofice, we 
determine that we lack legal authority t o  adopt the BOP, the CII, or the Ericsson proposals because they 
propose ii reallocation of commercial spectrum to public safety, and assignment of commercial licenses 
frorn our auction inventory without competitive bidding. We also reject the most recent Ericsson band 
plan proposal as well as the Access SpectrudPegasus Alternative Proposal and the Cyren Call proposal 
to  the extent the) art‘ iticonsisteiit with our actions in this Second Report and Order. 

(a) Revisions to Upper 700 MHz Band Plan for Guard 
Bands 

I 13. Background. As explained above, the reconfiguration of the 700 MHz Public Safety 
Band may result in interference to the relocated narrowband channels from existing Canadian and 
Mexican TV broadcasters in  certain border areas. Both the BOP, and the Access Spec t ruf legasus  
alternatibe to the BOP, propose a I-megahertz downward shift of the public safety spectrum into the 
former Guard Bands spectrum at 763-764 MHz and 793-794 MHz while maintaining the full 24- 
megahertz public safety allocation required by Section 337 of the Act. This shift creates a I-megahertz 
overlap between the consolidated narrowband channels and TV channels 63 and 68. which Canada has 
already agreed to clear of broadcasters. This shift also addresses the Canadian border issue for public 
safety operations on the reconfigured narrowband channels. 

Alternative Proposal includes an agreement to consolidate the existing Guard Bands A and B Block 
licenses into a 2-megahertz block (comprised of paired spectrum at 762-763 MHz and 792-793 MHz). 
The repacking frees up an additional 2 megahertz of commercial spectrum to be added to the licenses set 
lor auction, permitting the auction of 32 megahertz of commercial spectrum in the Upper 700 MHz Band. 
Finally, the alternative proposal would relocate the Guard Band B Block, which is reduced to a 2- 
megahertz block (comprised of paired spectrum at 775-776 MHz and 805-806 MHz). The lower half of 
the reconfigured B Block (at 775.776 MHz) would serve as a necessary guard band to protect the public 
safety narrowband channels from commercial operations in the upper half of the paired C Block.26S 

their alternative proposal to request auction discount vouchers (also called bidding offset credits) to 
account lor relinquishing spectrum to the Commission as part of the repacking plan, and for their 
;igreement t o  fund the 700 MHz Public Safety Band reconfiguration.’66 They also proposed an “option- 

114. In addition to addressing the Canadian border issue, the Access Spec t ruf legasus  

I I S .  After the release of the 700MH; Further Notice, Access SpectrudPegasus modified 

?,> I However, as discussed below, a reconfigured I-megahertz B Block remains necessary as a guard band hetween 
the public safety narrnwhand channels and the upper half of the paired C Block. 

By conuast. the upper half of the reconfigurcd B Block (at 505-806 MH7,) will he located between 700 MHr 
puhlic safety and 800 MHz puhlic safety spectrum rather than herween commercial and public safety spectrum. 

Access SpcctruinPegasus 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 13- 14. Access SpectrumlPegasus proposed that 

.-hi 

3 6  

thc vouchers he uscahle i n  any auction and fully transferahle. measured by the population covered by the 
(continued . . .  1 
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\ ariant” oi their two-sided iiuctioii proposal.”” Accesh Spectrum explained that the variant was designed 
to addrcs\ obl ignt im\  to certain ctittoniers. including a right o f  first refusal f rom onc customer wi th  
rcspect t o  a l l  of i t s  700 M H r  Guard Band l icenvs2‘*  Access SpectrudPegasus also adviscd that one 
incunihent Guard Rand licensee. PTPMS 11. has declined to repack its three licenses into the reconfigured 
A ni~~ck .” ’q  

I Ih.  . / i t / j  6. 2007 G ~ r d  Bud.\  F)ro~/iosal. Given the increasing complications of their 
alternati\e pmposal. Access Spectrunl/Peyasus,.joined by other Guard Band5 licensees, f i led a new 
proposal dated July 6, 2007, which i s  partl) based on Cyren Call ’s additional proposal (discussed above). 
Vndcr the new proposal. all Guard Hand A Block licensees (except PTPMS 11) “repack” into a new Guard 
Hand A Block located between two non-Guard Band cornniercial blocks (the C and D Blocks) rather than 
next tu  the public safety broadband allocation.”” In the July 6, 2007 apparre letter, Access 
Spectrum/Pcgasus and the other Guard Bands licensees provided signed waivers of their rights to object 
t i i  these license modifications and agreed to transfer their remaining B Block licenses to the Commission. 
They also pi-inided that their new proposal i s  not conditioned upon auction discount vouchers or the two- 
\ided auction ”option variant,”’7’ and each licensee affirmatively waived its right under Section 316 to 
object to the license modifications that would not include such  mechanism^."^ These proposals therefore 
are moot and i t  i s  utinec ry to reach a decision regarding the use o f  vouchers or a two-sided auction to 
achieve our goals in th i  ceeding. All o f  the incumbent Guard Bands licensees, except PTPMS 11, 
executed the agreement. APCO and NPSTC support the July 6,2007 Guard Bands P r o p o ~ a l . ” ~  The 4G 
(’oalition - Lvhose members include DIRECTV, EchoStar, Google, Intel, Skype, and Yahoo - also 
supports the proposal, provided that we adopt a publ idpr ivate partnership involv ing a commercial license 
ad.jacent to the public safety spectrum in the Upper 700 MHz Band.”’ 

((hntinued l r m i  previous pagc) 
surrendercd handwidth ( i . e . .  in MH~-popb), and expressed in a $/MHz-pop value equal to the gross value of winning 
hids in the auction of Upper 700 MHI licenses divided hy the total MHr-pops auctioned. Id. 
~’ Under the option variant, after the auction ol’thr adjacent D Block, Access Spectruflegasus could choose to 
cithcr: (a1 sel l  cacti repacked A Block license to the D Block licensee at the D Block’s $/MHz-pop auction value; or 
(1)) i i io\e to the reconfigured B Block within the matching service area. Id. at I I ,  n.15. App. A at 2-3. 

See Letter Crom Ruth Milkman, Counsel. Access Spectrum, L L C  to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte 

-,.7 

:i,i 

iii WT Docket Nos. 96-86.06- 150.06- 169, PS Docket No. 06-229 at 2 (filed July 3, 2007). 

x’’ See Access SpectrudPegasus 700 MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 7 .  With respect to Radiofone, 
Access SpectrunilPepasus propose [hat the Radiolone B Block license he grandfathered at its existing spectral 
liication. such that the availahle public safety broadband spectrum in  the Gulf service area would be reduced from 5 
iiiegaherti to 1 inegalierti. 

”” Access Spectrumpegasus July 6.2007 Ex Parte. Radiofnne has agreed to surrender its B Block license in  the 
Gul l  (MEA 52). and wil l not hold any license in the relocated A Block. See Letter from Access Spectrum, LLC. 
Dominion 700. Inc.. Pegasus Cornniunications Corporation, and Radiofone Nationwide PCS, LLC, to Marlene H. 
lhr tct i .  Secretary, ICC. Ex Pnvte in WT Docket Nos. 96-86, 06-150.06-169, PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed July 13, 
2007) i”A\i.cess SpectrumPegasw July 13. 2007 E.r Parte”). 

SpectrumlPcgasus July 6. 2007 E.r Parrr. : I A  

.-, 
~ ~ Id 
7 - 1  

See Leucr lrom Rohert M ,  C u r s  APCO Interndtional. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC. Ex Parte in WT 
Ihcket Nos. Yh-Xh. Oh- I SO, and Oh- 169, and PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed July 9, 2007) (noting that APCO and 
NPSTC support Ihc July 6, 2007 Guard Bands Proposal. provided that the Commission ensures “reimhursernent for 
public safety narrowband licensces that incur cost5 to reprogram radios to the new channel allotments”). 

” ‘ S e e  Letter from 4G Coalition to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte in W T  Docket Nos. 96-86,06-150, 
06- I6Y. PS Docket No. 06-229 at I (fi1t.d July I I, 2007). 
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117. On July 26. 2007. the Guard Band licensees reaffirmed their waiver of rights under 
Scclicin 3 16, and explained that thc waiker contemplate\ that “the new’ Upper 700 MHz  A Block would he 
al’forded the same OOBE limits. cellular architecture, and frequency coordination rules as the lower 
adjacent [Jpper 700 MH7. comniercial bloch without ‘open access’ oh ligation^.""^ Access 
SpectrundPegasu\ and llominioti advised that they wil l  not object to modification o f  their Guard Hand A 
f3loch Iicenhcs, cffective upori publication o1 this Second Report and Order in the Federal Register.”“ In 
addition. Access SpectnidPrgasus and Radiofone advised that they would transfer their Guard Band B 
Block licensees t u  the Coniiiiis\ioii, within f i le  days of publication o f  [his Second Report and Order in 
the Federal Register.’-- PTPMS 11. the on14 other Guard Rands licensee, has not agreed to modification 
of i t \  one 4 Hloch license, 01- to return i t s  tvm B Block licenses to the Commission. On July 27, 2007, 
Arcadian Networks. Inc.. which holds a limited right of f i rst  refusal regarding Access Spectrum’s Guard 
Band licenses, advised tlir Commission that i t  supports the spectrum repacking proposal, and that i t s  right 
of f i rst  refusal i s  not applicable to any Guard Band A Block licenses that would be conveyed as part of the 
hpectrum repacking, or any B mucic iicense surrendered to the Commission for cance~iation.~’~ 

sene the public interest. Foremost, we agree with conimenters that it i s  better to permanently address the 
Ciinadian border problem and harmonize the entire 700 M H z  Band than to adopt an interim solution such 
as the temporary access Io I megahertz of spectrum proposed in the 7OOMHz Further Notice. We adopt 
this proposal based on the agreement of all Guard Band licensees except PTPMS 11, whose two Guard 
Band B Block licenses we grandfather, and whose one Guard Band A Block license we repack into the 
reconfigured Guard Band A Block. 

to protect the adjacent 700 MHz public safety users, and to the extent possible, should be consolidated 
w’ith the rest o f  thz commercial spectrum for more efficient and effective use. As noted above. Cyren Call 
filed a revised band plan, r e k t e d  in the July 6.2007 Guard Bands Proposal, in which Guard band 
licensees would repack into a reconfigured Guard Band A Block between two commercial blocks. We 
find that the public interest i s  best served by adoption of features of the Cyren Call and July 6, 2007 
proposals because it removes the “repacked” Guard Band A Block from the critical juncture between the 
Upper 700 MHz D Block and the public safety broadband spectrum, which together wi l l  be used as the 
foundation for the 700 MHz Public/Private Partnership. We also find that the value of the spectmm rights 
to be relinquished by Access Spectruflegasus and the other Guard Bands licensees would substantially 
offset any alleged “windfall” they might enjoy because o f  a more desirable spectral position in the band, 
and less restrictive technical rules.27y The figure below depicts the revised Upper 700 MHz Band Plan. 

1 18. Discussion. We conclude that adoption of the July 6,2007 Guard Bands Proposal wi l l  

I 19. We conclude that thc existing Guard Band B Block is no longer needed as a guard band 

,,< 
- ~ See Letter from Access Spectrum, LLC, Access 700, LLC. Access 700 Holdings, LLC. Dominion 700. Inc., 
I’cgasus Guard Band LLC. and Radiofone Nationwide PCS. LLC. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parre 
in WT Docket Nos. 96-X6.O6-150.Oh-l69, PS Docket No.  06-229 at 2 (filed July 26,2007) (“Access 
SpeclrumIPegasus Ju ly  26, 2007 E.i Pur-fr“). 
:-(, Id. a1 I 
,-- 
- I d .  

See Letter from Access Speclrum. LLC. Access 700; LLC, A C C ~ S S  700 Holdings, and Arcadian Networks, Inc., to 2 l h  

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC. Ex Parfe in WT Docket Nss. 96-86,06-150,06-169. PS Docket No. 06-229 
(tiled Ju ly  27. 2007) (”Access Spec[rumIArcadian July 21,2007 Ex Parte”). 
- MctroPCS conrcnds that the additional flexibility and capabilities that would he afforded the Guard Bands 
licensees under the alternative to the BOP (thar were unavailable at auction) would create, a ”windfall” for the 
incunibenis. See MetroPCS 700 MHz Furfhpr Norice Comments at 24. Similarly, Cyren Call asserts that locating 
thc ”ncw” A Block beivieen public safety and commercial specrrum would force the commercial licensee to 
(continued. . . .  1 

>vu 
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FIGURE i o :  REVISED UPPER 700 MHZ BAND PLAN INCLUDING GUARD BANDS 

I 
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120. Fmdirrgfiw Pithlic Sufety Rei,o/lfigurafior,. A\ the result of these changes to the hand 
plan. the lipper 700 MHz D Block now is immediately adjacent to the 700 MHz public safety broadband 
,,....,.* I,LcLrum. In the 700 MH: Fiirrho- Noriw, kv? anticipated that this adjacency could facilitate the 
tritnsition to wi re lw  broadband lor the 700 MHz public safety broadband spectrum.'80 We find that the 
con\olidation of public safety broadband spectrum to the lower portion of the 700 MHz Public Safety 
Rand wil l  provide significant benefit5 to the adjacent D Block licensee. Without such consolidation, the 
D Block licensee would be adjacent to an incompatible, narrowband system architecture, which could 
inhibit comnierciid broadband system deployment. This is panicularly critical to the D Block Licensee, 
which muqt construct a shared network using both the D Block spectrum and the public safety broadband 
\pect rum. 

700 MHz public safety spectrum must not come at their expense given their inability to fund such a 
trmsition."' By shifting funding responsibility to the adjacent D Block licensee, we address this concern 
u hile assigning the expense to recognize the significant benefits that will accrue to the D Block licensee. 
Accordingly, we conclude that the D Block licensee must pay the costs of consolidating the 700 MHz 
public safety narrowband channels to the upper half of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band. These costs and 
associated implementation issues are discussed in  further detail below. 

Licerise Modificatioris. The Commission may modify licenses where it determines that 
the modification serves the public interest, convenience, and necessity.*** The U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Circuit has held that license modifications do not have to he consensual**' and 
that license holders may be moved on a service-wide basis, without license-by-license c o n s i d e r a t i ~ n . ~ ~ ~  It 
(Continucd from previous page) 
purchasc the A Block spectrum and result i n  an economic windfall to the A Block licensees. Cyren Call 700 M H z  
Fiirrhri- Noricr Cornments at 32. 

'"' 700 MH: ~ u r r / 7 e r  Norice, 22  FCC ~ c d  a[ XI 12 1 I 85. 

S C P .  r . ~ . .  NPSTC Reply Comments i n  WT Docket No. 96-86 at 7-12 (filed July  6, 2006); Letter from APCO, 
International Association of Chiefs 01 Policc. International Association of.Fire Chiefs, Major Cities Chiefs 
Ahsociation. Major Counties Sherifls Associalion and National Sheriffs' Association to Catherine Seidel, Acting 
Chief, Wireless Bureau. FCC. E.r Pnrfr i n  WT Docket No. 96-86 (filed July 31, 2006). 

121. We note that the public safety community has long held that any reconfiguration of the 

122. 

Lh I 

'i- 
- - 47 I1.S.C. s 316(11)(1). 

Peoples Broc~dcn.sririg Co. I,. United SrareJ, 209 F.2d 286, 288 (D.C. Cir. 1953) (upholding the Commission's 
authority to modify a lelc\,ision station license withnut an application by the licensee for such a modification, noting 
that "if modification of liccnses were entirely dependent upon the wishes of existing licensees, a large part of the 
regulatory powcr n1 thc Commission would he nullified')). 

2xJ C'omnrur~it~ Television, Inc. v. FCC. 216 F.3d 1133, I140 (D.C. Cir. 2000). In Community Television, the court 
upheld the FCC's rules establishing procedures and a timetable under which television broadcasting would migrate 
Srim analog to digital technology. 

?\I 
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